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CHAPTER  XCI. 

FIRST  PERIOD  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  ALEXANDER  THE  GREAT  — -  82ECH3 

AND  CAPTURE  OF  THEBES. 

State  of  Greece  at  Alexander’s  accession  —  dependence  on  the  Macedonian 
kings.  —  Unwilling  subjection  of  the  Greeks  —  influence  of  Grecian  in* 
telligence  on  Macedonia.  —  Basis  of  Alexander’s  character  —  not  Hel¬ 
lenic.  —  Boyhood  and  Education  of  Alexander.  —  He  receives  instruc¬ 
tion  from  Aristotle.  —  Early  political  action  and  maturity  of  Alexander 
—  his  quarrels  with  his  father.  Family  discord.  —  Uncertainty  of  Alex¬ 
ander’s  position  during  the  last  year  of  Philip  —  Impression  produced 
by  the  sudden  death  of  Philip.  —  Accession  of  Alexander  —  his  energy 
and  judgment.  —  Accomplices  of  Pausanias  are  slain  by  Alexander  — 
Amyntas  and  others  are  slain  by  him  also.  —  Sentiment  at  Athens  on 
the  death  of  Philip  —  language  of  Demosthenes  —  inclination  to  resist 
Macedonia,  yet  without  overt  act.  —  Discontent  in  Greece  — -  bat  no  pos¬ 
itive  movement.  —  March  of  Alexander  into  Greece  —  submission  of 
Athens.  —  Alexander  is  chosen  Imperator  of  the  Greeks  in  the  conven¬ 
tion  at  Corinth  —  continued  refusal  of  concurrence  by  Sparta.  —  Condi¬ 
tions  of  the  vote  thus  passed  —  privileges  granted  to  the  cities  — Au¬ 
thority  claimed  by  Alexander  under  the  convention  —  degradation  of  ths 
leading  Grecian  states. —  Encroachments  and  tyranny  of  the  Macedo¬ 
nian  officers  in  Greece  —  complaints  of  the  orators  at  Athens.  —  Viola¬ 
tions  of  the  convention  at  sea  by  Macedonian  officers.  —  Language  of 
the  complaining  Athenians —  they  insist  only  on  strict  observance  of  the 
convention.  Boldness  of  their  language.  —  Encouragements  held  out  by 
Persia  to  the  Greeks.  —  Correspondence  of  Demosthenes  with  Persia  — 
justifiable  and  politic.  —  March  of  Alexander  into  Thrace.  He  forces 
nis  way  over  Mount  Hsemus.  —  His  victory  over  the  Triballi,  —  He 
crosses  the  Danube,  defeats  the  Getae,  and  returns  back.  — *  Embassy  of 
Gauls  to  Alexander.  His  self-conceit.  —  Victories  of  Alexander  over 
Kleitus  and  the  Illyrians.  —  The  Thebans  declare  their  independence 
against  Macedonia.  —  They  are  encouraged  by  Alexander’s  long  absence 
in  Thrace,  and  by  reports  of  his  death.  —  The  Theban  exiles  from 
Athens  get  possession  of  Thebes.  —  They  besiege  the  Macedonians  ia 
the  Kadmeia,  and  entreat  aid  from  other  Greeks.  Favorable  sympa¬ 
thies  shown  towards  them,  but  no  positive  aid.  —  Chances  of  Thebes  and 
liberation,  not  unfavorable.  —  Rapid  march  and  unexpected  arrival  of 
Alexander  with  his  army  before  Thebes.  His  good  fortune  as  to  the  tima 
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of  hearing  the  news.  —  Siege  of  Thebes.  Proclamation  of  Alexandei 
Determination  of  the  Thebans  to  resist.  —  Capture  of  Thebes  by  assault 
Massacre  of  the  population.  —  Thebes  is  razed;  the  Theban  captives 
sold  as  slaves  ;  the  territory  distributed  among  the  neighboring  cities.  — 
The  Kadmeia  is  occupied  as  a  Macedonian  Military  post.  Retribution 
upon  the  Thebans  from  Orchomenus  and  Plataea.  —  Sentiments  of  Alex* 
ander,  at  the  time  and  afterwards,  respecting  the  destruction  of  Thebes. 
—  Extreme  terror  spread  throughout  Greece.  Sympathy  of  the  Athe* 
nians  towards  the  Theban  exiles. —  Alexander  demands  the  surrender 
of  the  chief  anti-Macedonian  leaders  at  Athens.  Memorable  debate  at 
Athens.  The  demand  refused.  —  Embassay  of  the  Athenians  to  Alex¬ 
ander.  He  is  persuaded  to  acquiesce  in  the  refusal,  and  to  be  satisfied 
with  the  banishment  of  Charidemus  and  Ephialtes.  —  Influence  of  Pho- 
kion  in  obtaining  these  milder  terms  —  his  increased  ascendency  at  Ath¬ 
ens.  —  Alexander  at  Corinth  —  obedience  of  the  Grecian  synod  —  inter¬ 
view  with  the  philosopher  Diogenes.  —  Re-constitution  of  Orchomenus 
and  Platfiea.  Return  of  Alexander  to  Pella.  —  Military  operations  of 
Parmenio  in  Asia  Minor  against  Memnon.  1-49 


CHAPTER  XCII. 

ASIATIC  CAMPAIGNS  OF  ALEXANDER. 

'Daring  Alexander’s  reign,  the  history  of  Greece  is  nearly  a  blank.  To 
what  extent  the  Asiatic  projects  of  Alexander  belonged  to  Grecian  his¬ 
tory.  —  Pan-hellenic  pretences  set  up  by  Alexander.  The  real  feeling 
of  the  Greeks  was  adverse  to  his  success.  —  Analogy  of  Alexander’s  re¬ 
lation  to  the  Greeks  —  with  those  of  the  Emperor  Napoleon  to  the  Con¬ 
federation  of  the  Rhine.  —  Greece  an  appendage,  but  a  valuable  ap¬ 
pendage,  to  Macedonia.  —  Extraordinary  military  endowments  and  ca¬ 
pacity  of  Alexander.  —  Changes  in  Grecian  warfare,  antecedent  and 
contributory  to  the  military  organization  of  Macedonia.  —  Macedonian 
military  condition  before  Philip.  Good  and  firm  cavalry  :  poor  in¬ 
fantry.  —  Philip  re-arms  and  re-organizes  the  infantry.  Long  Mace¬ 
donian  pike  or  sarissa.  —  Macedonian  phalanx  —  how  armed  and  ar¬ 
rayed.  —  It  was  originally  destined  to  contend  against  the  Grecian 
hoplites  as  organized  by  Epaminondas.  —  Regiments  and  divisions  of  the 
Phalanx  —  heavy-armed  infantry.  —  Light  infantry  of  the  line  —  Ily- 
paspistse,  or  Guards.  —  Light  troops  generally  —  mostly  foreigners.  — 
Macedonian  cavalry  —  its  excellence  —  how  regimented.  —  The  select 
Macedonian  Body-guards.  T.he  Royal  Pages.  —  Foreign  auxiliaries  — 
Grecian  hoplites  —  Thessalian  cavalry  —  Pseonians  —  Illyrians  —  Thra¬ 
cians,  etc.  —  Magazines,  war-office,  and  depot,  at  Pella.  —  Macedonian 
aptitudes  —  purely  military  —  military  pride  stood  to  them  in  lieu  of 
national  sentiment.  —  Measures  of  Alexander  previous  to  his  departure 
for  Asia.  Antipater  left  as  viceroy  at  Pella.  —  March  of  Alexander  to 
the  Hellespont.  Passage  across  to  Asia.  —  Visit  of  Alexander  to  Ilium. 
—  Analogy  of  Alexander  to  the  Greek  heroes. —  Review  and  total  of 
the  Macedonian  army  in  Asia. —  Chief  Macedonian  officers. —  Greeks 
in  Alexander’s  service  —  Eumenes  of  Kardia.  —  Persian  forces — Men¬ 
tor  and  Memnon  the  Rhodians. —  Succession  of  the  Persian  crown  — 
Ochus — -Darius  Codomannus.  —  Preparations  of  Darius  for  defence.— 
Operations  of  Memnon  before  Alexander’s  arrival.  —  Superiority  of  the 
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Persians  at  sear  their  imprudence  in  letting  Alexander  cross  the  Helles¬ 
pont  unopposed.  —  Persian  force  assembled  in  Phrygia,  under  Arsites 
and  others.  —  Advice  of  Memnon,  to  avoid  fighting  on  land,  and  to  em¬ 
ploy  the  fleet  for  aggressive  warfare  in  Macedonia  and  Greece.  —  Arsites 
rejects  Mem-non’s  advice,  and  determines  to  fight.  —  The  Persians  take 
post  on  the  river  Granikus.  —  Alexander  reaches  the  Granikus,  and  re¬ 
solves  to  force  the  passage  at  once,  in  spite  of  the  dissuasion  of  Parme* 
nio. —  Disposition  of  the  two  armies.  —  Battle  of  the  Granikus.  —  Cav¬ 
alry  battle.  —  Personal  danger  of  Alexander.  His  life  saved  by  Kleitus. 
Complete  victory  of  Alexander.  Destruction  of  the  Grecian  infantry  on 
the  side  of  the  Persians.  —  Loss  of  the  Persians  —  numbers  of  their  lead¬ 
ing  men  slain.  —  Small  loss  of  the  Macedonians.  —  Alexanders  kind¬ 
ness  to  his  wounded  soldiers,  and  severe  treatment  of  the  Grecian  pris¬ 
oners.  — -  Unskilfulness  of  the  Persian  leaders.  Immense  impression 
produced  by  Alexanders  victory.  —  Terror  and  submission  of  the  Asiat¬ 
ics  to  Alexander.  Surrender  of  the  strong  fortress  of  Sardis.  —  Ho 
marches  from  Sardis  to  the  coast.  Capture  of  Ephesus.  —  He  finds  the 
first  resistance  at  Miletus.  —  Near  approach  of  the  Persian  fleet.  Mem¬ 
non  is  made  commander-in-chief  of  the  Persians.  —  The  Macedonian 
fleet  occupies  the  harbor  of  Miletus,  and  keeps  out  the  Persians.  Alex¬ 
ander  declines  naval  combat.  His  debate  with  Parmenio.  —  Alexander 
besieges  Miletus.  Capture  of  the  city.  —  The  Persian  fleet  retires  to 
Halikarnassus.  Alexander  disbands  his  own  fleet.  —  March  of  Alexan¬ 
der  to  Halikarnassus.  Ada  queen  of  Karia  joins  him.  Strong  garrison, 
and  good  defensive  preparation,  at  Halikarnassus.  —  Siege  of  Halikar¬ 
nassus.  Bravery  of  the  garrison,  under  Ephialtes  the  Athenian.  —  Des¬ 
perate  sally  of  Ephialtes  — at  first  successful,  but  repulsed  —  he  himself 
is  slain.  —  Memnon  is  forced  to  abandon  Halikarnassus,  and  withdraw 
the  garrison  by  sea,  retaining  only  the  citadel.  Alexander  enters  Hali¬ 
karnassus.  —  Winter  campaign  of  Alexander  along  the  southern  coast 
of  Asia  Minor.  —  Alexander  concludes  his  winter  campaign  at  Gordium. 
Capture  of  Kelaenae.  —  Appendix  on  the  Macedonian  Sarissa.  49-104 


CHAPTER  XCIII. 

8BCOND  AND  THIRD  ASIATIC  CAMPAIGNS  OP  ALEXANDER  —  BATTLE  &9 

I8SU8  —  SIEGE  OP  TYRE. 

Alexander  cuts  the  Gordian  knot.  —  He  refuses  the  liberation  of  the  Athe¬ 
nian  prisoners.  —  Progress  of  Memnon  and  the  Persian  fleet  —  they  ac¬ 
quire  Chios  and  a  large  part  of  Lesbos  —  they  besiege  Mitylene.  Death 
of  Memnon.  Capture  of  Mitylene. —  Hopes  excited  in  Greece  by  the 
Persian  fleet,  but  ruined  by  the  death  of  Memnon.  —  Memnon’s  death  an 
irreparable  mischief  to  Darius. —  Change  in  Darius’s  plan  caused  by  this 
event.  He  resolves  to  take  the  offensive  on  land.  His  immense  land- 
force.  —  Free  speech  and  sound  judgment  of  Charidemus.  He  is  put  to 
death  by  Darius.  —  Darius  abandoned  Memnon’s  plans,  just  at  the  time 
when  he  had  the  best  defensive  position  for  executing  them  with  effect. 
—  Darius  recalls  the  Grecian  mercenaries  from  the  fleet.  —  Criticism  of 
Arrian  on  Darius’s  plan.  —  March  of  Alexander  from  Gordium  through 
Paphlagonia  and  Kappadokia.  —  He  arrives  at  the  line  of  Mount  Tau¬ 
rus  —  difficulties  of  he  pass.  —  Conduct  of  Arsames,  the  Persian  satrap 
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Alexander  passes  Mount  Taurus  without  the  least  resistence.  He 
enters  Tarsus.  —  Dangerous  illness  of  Alexander.  His  confidence  in 
the  physician  Philippus,  who  cures  him.  —  Operations  of  Alexander 
in  Kilikia.  —  March  of  Alexander  out  of  Kilikia,  through  Issus,  to 
Myriandrus. —  March  of  Darius  from  the  interior  to  the  eastern  side  of 
Mount  Amanus.  Immense  numbers  of  his  army :  great  wealth  and 
ostentation  in  it :  the  treasure  and  baggage  sent  to  Damascus.  —  Posi* 
tion  of  Darius  on  the  plain  eastward  of  Mount  Amanus.  He  throws 
open  the  mountain  passes,  to  let  Alexander  come  through  and  fight  a 
pitched  battle.  —  Impatience  of  Darius  at  the  delay  of  Alexander  in 
Kilikia.  He  crosses  Mount  Amjinus  to  attack  Alexander  in  the  defiles 
of  Kilikia.  —  He  arrives  in  Alexander’s  rear,  and  captures  Issus.  —  Re¬ 
turn  of  Alexander  from  Myrandrus  :  his  address  to  his  army.  —  Position 
of  the  Macedonian  army  south  of  the  river  Pinarus.  —  Position  of  the 
Persian  army  north  of  the  Pinarus.  —  Battle  of  Issus.  —  Alarm  and  im¬ 
mediate  flight  of  Darius  —  defeat  of  the  Persians.  —  Vigorous  and  de¬ 
structive  pursuit  by  Alexander  —  capture  of  the  mother  and  wife  of 
Darius.  —  Courteous  treatment  of  the  regal  female  prisoners  by  Alexan¬ 
der.  —  Complete  dispersion  of  the  Persian  army  —  Darius  recrosses  the 
Euphrates  —  escape  of  some  Perso-Grecian  mercenaries. — Prodigious 
effect  produced  by  the  victory  of  Issus.  —  Effects  produced  in  Greece  by 
the  battle  of  Issus.  Anti-Macedonian  projects  crushed.  —  Capture  of 
Damascus  by  the  Macedonians,  with  the  Persian  treasure  and  prisoners. 
Capture  and  treatment  of  the  Athenian  Iphikrates.  Altered  relative  po¬ 
sition  of  Greeks  and  Macedonians.  —  Alexande*  ;n  Phenicia.  Aradus, 
Byblus,  and  Sidon  open  their  gates  to  him.  —  Letter  of  Darius  soliciting 
peace  and  the  restitution  of  the  regal  captives.  Haughty  reply  of  Alex¬ 
ander. —  Importance  of  the  voluntary  surrender  of  the  Phenician  towns 
to  Alexander. — Alexander  appears  before  Tyre  —  readiness  of  the  Tyrians 
to  surrender,  yet  not  without  a  point  reserved  —  he  determines  to  be¬ 
siege  the  city.  —  Exorbitant  dispositions  and  conduct  of  Alexander.  — 
He  prepares  to  besiege  Tyre  —  situation  of  the  place. —  Chances  of  the 
Tyrians  —  their  resolution  not  unreasonable.  —  Alexander  constructs  a 
mole  across  the  strait  between  Tyre  and  the  mainland.  The  project  is 
defeated.  —  Surrender  of  the  princes  of  Cyprus  to  Alexander —  He  gets 
hold  of  the  main  Phenician  and  Cyprian  fleet.  —  He  appears  before  Tyre 
with  a  numerous  fleet,  and  blocks  up  the  place  by  sea.  —  Capture  of 
Tyre  by  storm  —  desperate  resistance  by  the  citizens. —  Surviving  males, 
2000  in  number,  hanged  by  order  of  Alexander  —  The  remaining  cap¬ 
tives  sold.  —  Duration  of  the  siege  for  seven  months.  Sacrifice  of  Alex¬ 
ander  to  Herakles.  —  Second  letter  from  Darius  to  Alexander,  who  re¬ 
quires  unconditional  submission.  —  The  Macedonian  fleet  overpowers 
the  Persian  and  becomes  master  of  the  AEgean  with  the  islands.  —  March 
of  Alexander  towards  Egypt  —  siege  of  Gaza.  —  His  first  assaults  fail  — 
fie  is  wounded  —  he  erects  an  immense  mound  round  the  town.  —  Gaza  is 
taken  by  storm,  after  a  siege  of  two  months.  —  The  garrison  are  all  slain, 
except  the  governor  Batis,  who  becomes  prisoner,  severely  wounded.  — - 
Wrath  of  Alexander  against  Batis,  whom  he  causes  to  be  tied  to  a  char¬ 
iot,  and  dragged  round  the  town.  —  Alexander  enters  Egypt,  and  occu¬ 
pies  it  without  resistance  —  He  determines  on  founding  Alexandria.  — 
His  visit  to  the  temple  and  oracle  of  Ammon.  The  oracle  proclaims 
him  to  be  the  son  Zeus.  —  Arrangements  made  by  Alexander  at  Mem¬ 
phis  —  Grecian  prisoners  brought  from  the  ^Egean.  —  He  proceeds  to 
Phenicia  —  message  from  Athens.  Splendid  festivals.  Reinforcements 
sent  to  Antipater.  —  He  marches  to  the  Euphrates  —  crosses  it  without 
opposition  at  Thapsakus.  —  March  across  from  the  Euphrates  to  the  Ti- 
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gns.  Alexander  fords  the  Tigris  above  Nineveh,  without  resistance  — 
Eclipse  of  the  moon.  Alexander  approaches  near  the  army  of  Darius  in 
position.  —  Inaction  of  Darius  since  the  defeat  at  Issus.  —  Paralyzing 
effect  upon  him  produced  by  the  captivity  of  his  mother  and  wife.— 
Goo#  treatment  of  the  captive  females  by  Alexander  —  necessary  to 
keep  up  their  value  as  hostages.  —  Immense  army  collected  by  Darius, 
in  the  plains  eastward  of  the  Tigris  —  near  Arbela.  —  He  fixes  the  spot 
for  encamping  and  awaiting  the  attack  of  Alexander  —  in  a  level  plain 
near  Gaugamela.  —  His  equipment  and  preparation  —  better  arms  — 
numerous  scythed  chariots  —  elephants.  —  Position  and  battle  array  of 
Darius.  — Preliminary  movements  of  Alexander —  discussions  with  Par- 
menio  and  other  officers.  His  careful  reconnoitring  in  person.  —  Dispo¬ 
sitions  of  Alexander  for  the  attack  —  array  of  the  troops.  —  Battle  of  Ar¬ 
bela.  —  Cowardice  of  Darius  —  he  sets  the  example  of  flight  —  defeat  of  the 
Persians. —  Combat  on  the  Persian  ’*ight  between  Mazaeus  and  Parmenio. 
Flight  of  the  Persian  host  —  energetic  pursuit  by  Alexander.  —  Escape 
of  Darius.  Capture  of  the  Persian  camp,  and  of  Arbela.  —  Loss  in  the 
battle.  Completeness  of  the  victory.  Entire  and  irreparable  dispersion 
of  the  Persian  army.  —  Causes  of  the  defeat  —  cowardice  of  Darius. 
Uselessness  of 'his  immense  numbers.  —  Generalship  of  Alexander.— 
Surrender  of  Babylon  and  Susa,  the  two  great  capitals  of  Persia.  Alex¬ 
ander  enters  Babylon.  Immense  treasures  acquired  in  both  places.  — 
Alexander  acts  as  king  of  Persia,  and  nominates  satraps.  He  marches 
to  Susa.  He  remodels  the  divisions  of  his  army.  —  Alexander  marches 
into  Persis  proper  —  he  conquers  the  refractory  Uxii,  in  the  intermediate 
mountains.  —  Difficult  pass  called  the  Susian  Gates,  on  the  way  to  Per- 
sepolis.  Ariobarzanes  the  satrap  repulses  Alexander,  who  finds  means 
to  turn  the  pass,  and  conquer  it  — Alexander  enters  Persepolis.  Mu¬ 
tilated  Grecian  captives.  —  Immense  wealth,  and  national  monuments 
of  every  sort,  accumulated  in  Persepolis.  —  Alexander  appropriates  and 
carries  away  the  regal  treasures,  and  then  gives  up  Persepolis  to  be  plun¬ 
dered  and  burnt  by  the  soldiers.  —  Alexander  rests  his  troops,  and  em¬ 
ploys  himself  in  conquering  the  rest  of  Persis.  —  Darius  a  fugitive  in 
Media.  104-178 


CHAPTER  XCIV. 

MILITARY  OPERATIONS  AND  CONQUESTS  OF  ALEXANDER,  AFTER  Hlfl 
WINTER  QUARTERS  IN  PERSIS,  DOWN  TO  HIS  DEATH  AT  BABYLON. 

The  first  four  Asiatic  campaigns  of  Alexander  —  their  direct  bearing  and 
importance  in  reference  to  Grecian  history.  —  His  last  seven  years,  far¬ 
ther  eastward,  had  no  similar  bearing  upon  Greece.  —  Darius  at  Ekba- 
tana  —  seeks  escape  towards  Baktria,  when  he  hears  of  Alexander  ap¬ 
proaching.  —  Alexander  enters  Ekbatana  —  establishes  there  his  depot 
and  base  of  operations.  —  Alexander  sends  home  the  Thessalian  cavalry 
—  necessity  for  him  now  to  pursue  a  more  desultory  warfare.  —  Alexan¬ 
der  pursues  Darius  to  the  Caspian  Gates,  but  fails  in  overtaking  him.  — 
Conspiracy  formed  against  Darius  by  Bessus  and  others,  who  seize 
his  person.  —  Prodigious  efforts  of  Alexander  to  overtake  and  get 
possession  of  Darius.  He  surprises  the  Persian  corps,  but  Bessus  puts 
Darius  to  death.  —  Disappointment  of  Alexander  when  he  missed  taking 
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Darius  alive  Regal  funeral  bestowed  upon  Darius.  His  fate  and  coa 
duct.  —  Repose  of  Alexander  and  his  army  at  Hekatompylus  in  Paithia. 
Commencing  alteration  in  his  demeanor.  He  becomes  Asiatized  and 
despotic.  —  Gradual  aggravation  of  these  new  habits,  from  the  present 
moment.  —  Alexander  conquers  the  mountains  immediately  soufti  of  the 
Caspian.  He  requires  the  Greek  mercenaries  to  surrender  at  discretion 
Envoys  from  Sparta  and  other  Greek  cities  brought  to  him  —  how  treat¬ 
ed.  —  March  of  Alexander  farther  Eastward  —  his  successes  in  Asia  and 
Drangiana.  —  Proceedings  against  Philotas,  son  of  Parmenio,  in  Dran- 
giana.  Military  greatness  and  consideration  of  the  family.  —  Revela¬ 
tion  of  an  intended  conspiracy  made  by  Kebalinus  to  Philotas,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  communicated  to  Alexander.  Philotas  does  not  men¬ 
tion  it  to  Alexander.  It  is  communicated  to  the  latter  through  another 
channel.  —  Alexander  is  at  first  angry  with  Philotas,  but  accepts  his  ex¬ 
planation,  and  professes  to  pass  over  the  fact.  —  Ancient  grudge  against 
Philotas  —  advantage  taken  of  the  incident  to  ruin  him.  —  Kraterus  and 
others  are  jealous  of  Parmenio  and  Philotas.  Alexander  is  persuaded  to 
put  them  both  to  death.  —  Arrest  of  Philotas.  Alexander  accuses  him 
Wore  the  assembled  soldiers.  He  is  condemned.  —  Philotas  is  put  to 
Jie  torture,  and  forced  to  confess,  both  against  himself  and  Parmenio.  — 
Parmenio  is  slain  at  Ekbatana,  by  order  and  contrivance  of  Alexander. 
Mutiny  of  the  soldiers  when  they  learn  the  assassination  of  Parmenio  — 
appeased  by  the  production  of  Alexander’s  order.  —  Fear  and  disgust 
srodnced  by  the  killing  of  Parmenio  and  Philotas.  —  Conquest  of  the 
IParopamisadae,  etc.  Foundation  of  Alexandria  ad  Caucasum.  —  Alex¬ 
ander  crosses  the  Hindoo-Koosh,  and  conquers  Baktria.  Bessus  is  made 
prisoner.  —  Massacre  of  the  Branehid®  and  their  families,  perpetrated  by 
Alexander  in  Sogdiana.  —  Alexander  at  Marakanda  and  on  the  Jaxar* 
tes.  Foundation  of  Alexandria  ad  Jaxartevn..  Limit  of  march  north¬ 
ward.  —  Alexander  at  Zariaspa  in  Baktria  —  he  causes  Bessus  to  be 
mutilated  and  slain.  —  Farther  subjugation  of  Baxtria  and  Sogdiana. 
Halt  at  Marakanda.  — -  Banquet  at  Marakanda.  - —  Character  and  position 
of  Kleitus.  — -  Boasts  of  Alexander  and  his  flatterers  —  repugnance  of 
Macedonian  officers  felt  but  not  expressed.  —  Scene  at  the  banquet  — 
vehement  remonstrance  of  Kleitus.  —  Furious  wrath  of  Alexander  —  ha 
murders  Kleitus.  — Intense  remorse  of  Alexander,  immediately  after  the 
deed.  —  Active  and  successful  operations  of  Alexander  in  Sogdiana.— 
Capture  of  two  inexpugnable  positions  —  the  Sogdian  rock  —  the  rock 
of  Chorienes.  Passion  of  Alexander  for  Roxana  —  Alexander  at  Bak- 
fcra — marriage  with  Roxana.  His  demand  for  prostration  or  worship 
from  all.  —  Public  harangue  of  Anaxarchus  during  a  banquet,  exhorting 
every  one  to  render  this  worship.  —  Public  reply  of  Kallisthenes,  oppos¬ 
ing  it.  Character  and  history  of  Kallisthenes.  —  The  reply  of  Kallisthe¬ 
nes  is  favorably  heard  by  the  guests  —  the  proposition  for  worship  is 
dropped.  —  Coldness  and  disfavor  of  Alexander  towards  Kallisthenes.— 
Honorable  frankness  and  courage  of  Kallisthenes.  —  Kallisthenes  be¬ 
comes  odious  to  Alexander.  —  Conspiracy  of  the  royal  pages  against 
Alexander’s  life  —  it  is  divulged  —  they  are  put  to  torture,  but  implicate 
no  one  else  ;  they  are  put  to  death.  —  Kallisthenes  is  arrested  as  an  ac¬ 
complice  —  antipathy  manifested  by  Alexander  against  him  and  against 
Aristotle  also.  —  Kallisthenes  is  tortured  and  hanged.  —  Alexander  re¬ 
duces  the  country  between  the  Hindoo-Koosh  and  the  Indus.  —  Con 

Suest  of  tribes  on  the  right  bank  of  the  Indus  —  the  rock  of  Aornos.  — 
Alexander  crosses  the  Indus  —  forces  the  passage  of  the  Hydaspes,  de¬ 
feating  Porus  —  generous  treatment  of  Porus  —  His  farther  conquests  in 
the  Punjab.  Sangaia  the  last  of  them.  —  He  reaches  the  Hyphasif 
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(Sutledge),  the  farthest  of  the  rivers  of  the  Punjab.  His  army  refuses 
to  march  farther.  —  Alexander  returns  to  the  Hydaspes.  —  He  constructs 
a  fleet  and  sails  down  the  Hydaspes  and  the  Indus.  Dangerous  wound 
of  Alexander  in  attacking  the  Malli.  —  New  cities  and  posts  to  be  estab¬ 
lished  on  the  Indus  —  Alexander  reaches  the  ocean  —  effect  of  th*e  first 
sight  of  tides.  —  March  of  Alexander  by  land  westward  through  the  de- 
sert  of  Gedrosia  —  sufferings  and  losses  in  the  army.  —  Alexander 
and  the  army  come  back  to  Persis.  —  Conduct  of  Alexander  at 
Persepolis.  Punishment  of  the  satrap  Orsines.  —  He  marches  to  Susa  — 
junction  with  the  fleet  under  Nearchus,  after  it  had  sailed  round 
from  the  mouth  of  the  Indus.  —  Alexander  at  Susa  as  Great  King. 
Subjects  of  uneasiness  to  him  —  the  satraps  —  the  Macedonian  soldiers. 

—  Past  conduct  of  the  satraps  —  several  of  them  are  punished  by  Alex¬ 
ander —  alarm  among  them  all  —  flight  of  Ilarpalus.  —  Discontents  of 
the  Macedonian  soldiers  with  the  Asiatizing  intermarriages  promoted  by 
Alexander.  —  Their  discontent  with  the  new  Asiatic  soldiers  levied  and 
disciplined  by  Alexander.  —  Interest  of  Alexander  in  the  fleet,  which 
sails  up  the  Tigris  to  Opis.  —  Notice  of  partial  discharge  to  the  Mace¬ 
donian  soldiers  —  they  mutiny  —  wrath  of  Alexander — he  disbands 
them  all.  —  Remorse  and  humiliation  of  the  soldiers  —  Alexander  is  ap¬ 
peased  —  reconciliation.  —  Partial  disbanding  —  body  of  veterans  placed 
under  command  of  Kraterus  to  return  —  New  projects  of  conquests  con¬ 
templated  by  Alexander  —  measures  for  enlarging  his  fleet.  —  Visit  to 
Ekbatana  — death  of  Hephaestion  —  violent  sorrow  of  Alexander.  — Al¬ 
exander  exterminates  the  Kossaei.  —  March  of  Alexander  to  Babylon. 
Numerous  embassies  which  met  him  on  the  way.  —  Alexander  at  Baby¬ 
lon —  his  great  preparations  for  the  circumnavigation  and  conquest  of 
Arabia.  —  Alexander  on  shipboard,  on  the  Euphrates  and  in  the  marshes 
adjoining.  His  plans  for  improving  the  navigation  and  flow  of  the  river. 

—  Large  reinforcements  arrive,  Grecian  and  Asiatic.  New  array  order¬ 

ed  by  Alexander,  for  Macedonians  and  Persians  in  the  same  files  and 
companies.  —  Splendid  funeral  obsequies  of  Hephaestion.  —  General  feast¬ 
ing  and  intemperance  in  the  army.  Alexander  is  seized  with  a  danger¬ 
ous  fever.  Details  of  his  illness.  —  No  hope  of  his  life.  Consternation 
and  grief  in  the  army.  Last  interview  with  his  soldiers.  His  death  — 
Effect  produced  on  the  imagination  of  contemporaries  by  the  career  and 
death  of  Alexander.  —  Had  Alexander  lived,  he  must  have  achieved 
things  greater  still.  —  Question  raised  by  Livy,  about  the  chances  of  Al¬ 
exander  if  he  had  attacked  the  Romans.  —  Unrivalled  excellence  as  a 
military  man.  —  Alexander  as  a  ruler,  apart  from  military  affairs  —  not 
deserving  of  esteem.  —  Alexander  would  have  continued  the  system  of  the 
Persian  empire,  with  no  other  improvement  except  that  of  a  strong  or¬ 
ganization. —  Absence  of  nationality  in  Alexander  —  purpose  of  fusing 
the  different  varieties  of  mankind  into  one  common  type  of  subjection.— 
Mistake  of  supposing  Alexander  to  be  the  intentional  diffuser  of  Greek 
civilization.  His  ideas  compared  with  those  of  Aristotle.  —  Number  of 
new  cities  founded  in  Asia  by  Alexander.  —  It  was  not  Alexander,  but 
the  Diadochi  after  him,  who  chiefly  hellenized  Asia.  —  How  far  Asia  was 
ever  really  hellenized  —  the  great  fact  was,  that  the  Greek  language  be¬ 
came  universally  diffused. —  Greco-Asiatic  cities.  —  Increase  of  the 
means  of  communication  between  various  parts  of  the  world.  —  Interest 
of  Alexander  in  science  and  literature  —  not  great.  )  78-274 
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CHAPTER  XCV. 

QRB31AN  AFFAIRS  FROM  THE  LANDING  OF  ALEXANDER  TO  ASIA  f© 
THE  0LO8E  OF  THE  LAMIAN  WAR. 

State  of  the  Grecian  world  when  Alexander  crossed  the  Hellespont.  — 
Grecian  spirit  might  have  been  called  into  action  if  the  Persians  had 
played  their  game  well.  —  Hopes  raised  in  Greece,  first  by  the  Persian 
fleet  in  the  Aegean,  next  by  the  two  great  Persian  armies  on  land  — 
Public  acts  and  policy  at  Athens  —  decidedly  pacific.  —  Phokion  and 
Demades  were  leading  ministers  at  Athens  —  they  were  of  macedonizing 
politics.  —  Demosthenes  and  Lykurgus,  though  not  in  the  ascendent  po¬ 
litically,  are  nevertheless  still  public  men  of  importance.  Financial  ac 
tivity  of  Lykurgus.  — -  Position  of  Demosthenes  —  his  prudent  conduct 

—  Anti-Macedonian  movement  from  Sparta  —  King  Agis  visits  the  Per¬ 
sian  admirals  in  the  Aegean.  His  attempts  both  in  Krete  and  in  the 
Peloponnesus. —  Agis  levies  an  army  in  Peloponnesus,  and  makes  open 
declaration  against  Antipater.  —  Agis,  at  first  partially  successful,  U 
completely  defeated  by  Antipater,  and  slain.  —  Complete  submission  of  all 
Greece  to  Antipater  —  Spartan  envoys  sent  up  to  Alexander  in  Asia.  — 
Untoward  result  of  the  defensive  efforts  of  Greece  —  want  of  combina¬ 
tion.  —  Position  of  parties  at  Athens  during  the  straggle  of  Agis  —  reac¬ 
tion  of  the  macedonizing  party  after  his  defeat. —Judicial  contest  be 
tween  Aschines  and  Demosthenes.  Preliminary  circumstances  as  to  th© 
proposition  of  Ktesiphon,  and  the  indictment  by  Aeschines.  —  Accusa 
torv  harangue  of  Aschines,  nominally  against  the  proposition  of  Ktesi 
phon,  really  against  the  political  life  of  Demosthenes.  —  Appreciation  of 
Aschines,  on  independent  evidence,  as  an  accuser  of  Demosthenes.  — 
Reply  of  Demosthenes  —  oration  De  Corona-  —  Funeral  oration  of  ex¬ 
tinct  Grecian  freedom.  —  Verdict  of  the  Dikasts  —  triumph  of  Demos¬ 
thenes  —  exile  of  Aschines.  —  Causes  of  the  exile  of  Aschines  —  he 
was  the  means  of  procuring  coronation  for  Demosthenes.  —  Subsequent 
accusation  against  Demosthenes,  in  the  affair  of  Harpalus.  —  Flight  of 
Harpalus  to  Athens— his  previous  conduct  and  relations  with  Athens. 

—  False  reports  conveyed  to  Alexander,  that  the  Athenians  had  identi¬ 
fied  themselves  with  Harpalus. —  Circumstances  attending  the  arrival  of 
Harpalus  at  Snnium  —  debate  in  the  Athenian  assembly  —  promises  held 
out  by  Harpalus  —  the  Athenians  seem  at  first  favorably  disposed  to¬ 
wards  him.  —  Phokion  and  Demosthenes  both  agree  in  dissuading  the 
Athenians  from  taking  up  Harpalus.  —  Demand  by  Antipater  for  the 
surrender  of  Harpalus  —  the  Athenians  refuse  to  comply,  but  they  arrest 
Harpalus  and  sequestrate  his  treasure  for  Alexander.  —  Demosthenes 
moves  the  decree  for  arrest  of  Harpalus,  who  is  arrested,  but  escapes. 

—  Conduct  of  Demosthenes  in  regard  to  the  treasure  of  Harpalus  —  de¬ 
ficiency  of  the  sum  counted  and  realized,  as  compared  with  the  sum  an¬ 
nounced  by  Harpalus.  —  Suspicions  about  this  money  —  Demosthenes 
moves  that  the  Areopagus  shall  investigate  the  matter  —  the  Areopa- 
gites  bring  in  a  report  against  Demosthenes  himself,  with  Demades  and 
others,  as  guilty  of  corrupt  appropriation.  Demosthenes  is  tried  cn  this 
charge,  condemned,  and  goes  into  exile.  —  Was  Demosthenes  guUty  of 
such  corrupt  appropriation  1  Circumstances  as  known  in  the  case.  —  De¬ 
mosthenes  could  not  have  received  the  money  from  Harpalus,  since  he  op¬ 
posed  him  from  first  to  last.  —  Had  Demosthenes  the  means  of  embest1 


CONTENTS. 


xi 


sting,  after  the  money  had  passed  out  of  the  control  of  Harpalus  ?  An* 
*wer  in  the  negative.  Accusatory  speech  of  Deinarchus  —  virulent  in¬ 
vective  destitute  of  facts.  —  Change  of  mind  respecting  Demosthenes,  in 
the  Athenean  public,  in  a  few  months.  —  Probable  reality  of  the  case, 
respecting  the  money  of  Harpalus,  and  the  sentence  of  the  Areopagus.  — 
Rescript  of  Alexander  to  the  Grecian  cities,  directing  that  the  exiles 
should  be  recalled  in  each.  —  Purpose  of  the  rescript  —  to  provide  parti* 
sans  for  Alexander  in  each  of  the  cities.  Discontents  in  Greece.  —  Effect 
produced  in  Greece,  by  the  death  of  Alexander.  The  Athenians  de¬ 
clare  themselves  champions  of  the  liberation  of  Greece,  in  spite  of 
Phokion’s  opposition  —  The  iEtolians  and  many  other  Greeks  join 
the  confederacy  for  liberation  —  activity  of  the  Athenian  Leosthenes 
as  General.  —  Athenian  envoys  sent  round  to  invite  co-operation  from 
the  various  Greeks.  —  Assistance  lent  to  the  Athenian  envoys  by  De¬ 
mosthenes,  though  in  exile.  —  He  is  recalled  to  Athens,  and  receives 
an  enthusiastic  welcome.  —  Large  Grecian  confederacy  against  Anti¬ 
pater —  nevertheless  without  Sparta.  Boeotia  strongly  in  the  Mace¬ 
donian  interest.  Leosthenes  with  the  confederate  army  marches  intc 
Thessaly.  —  Battle  in  Thessaly  —  victory  of  Leosthenes  over  Antipa 
ter,  who  is  compelled  to  throw  himself  into  Lamia,  and  await  succors 
from  Asia  —  Leosthenes  forms  the  blockade  of  Lamia:  he  is  slain.  —  Mis¬ 
fortune  of  the  death  of  Leosthenes.  Antiphilus  is  named  in  his  place. 
Relaxed  efforts  of  the  Grecian  army.  —  Leonnatus,  with  a  Macedonian 
army  from  Asia,  arrives  in  Thessaly.  His  defeat  and  death.  —  Antipa¬ 
ter  escapes  from  Lamia,  and  takes  the  command.  —  War  carried  on  by 
sea  between  the  Macedonian  and  Athenian  fleets.  —  Reluctance  of  the 
Greek  contingents  to  remain  on  long-continued  service.  The  army  in 
Thessaly  is  thinned  by  many  returning  home. — -  Expected  “  arrival  of 
Kraterus  to  reinforce  Antipater.  Relations  between  the  Macedonian 
officers.  —  State  of  the  regal  family,  and  of  the  Macedonian  generals  and 
soldiery,  after  the  death  of  Alexander.  —  Philip  Aridseus  is  proclaimed 
king :  the  satrapies  are  distributed  among  the  principal  officers.  —  Per- 
dikkas  the  chief  representative  of  central  authority,  assisted  by  Eumenes 
of  Kardia.  List  of  projects  entertained  by  Alexander  at  the  time  of  his 
death.  The  generals  dismiss  them  as  too  vast.  —  Plans  of  Leonnatus 
and  Kleopatra.  —  Kraterus  joins  Antipater  in  Macedonia  with  a  power¬ 
ful  army.  Battle  of  Krannon  in  Thessaly.  Antipater  gains  a  victory 
over  the  Greeks  though  not  a  complete  one.  — Antiphilus  tries  to  open 
aegotiations  with  Antipater,  who  refuses  to  treat  except  with  each  city 
singly.  Discouragement  among  the  Greeks.  Each  city  treats  separately. 
Antipater  grants  favorable  terms  to  all,  except  Athenians  and  iEtolians. 
Antipater  and  his  army  in  Boeotia  —  Athens  left  alone  and  unable  to 
resist.  Demosthenes  and  the  other  anti-Macedonian  orators  take  flight. 
Embassy  of  Phokion,  Xenokrates,  and  others  to  Antipater.  —  Severe 
terms  imposed  upon  Athens  by  Antipater.  —  Disfranchisement  and  de¬ 
portation  of  the  12,000  poorest  Athenian  citizens.  —  Hardship  suffered 
by  the  deported  poor  of  Athens  —  Macedonian  garrison  placed  in  Muny 
chia.  —  Demosthenes,  Hyperides,  and  others,  are  condemned  to  death  in 
their  absence.  Antipater  sends  officers  to  track  and  seize  the  Grecian 
exiles.  He  puts  Hyperides  to  death.  —  Demosthenes  in  sanctuary  at 
Kalanria  —  Archias  with  Thracian  soldiers  comes  to  seize  him — he 
takes  poison,  and  dies.  —  Miserable  condition  of  Greece  —  life  and  char¬ 
acter  of  Demosthenes.  —  Dishonorable  posEi  &n  of  Phokion  at  Athens 
under  the  Macedonian  occupation.  178-274 
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CHAPTER  XCVI.. 

FBGM  THE  LAMIAN  WAR  TO  THE  CLOSE  OF  TIIE  HI8TORY  OF  FBBB 

HELLAS  AND  HELLENISM. 

Antipater  purges  and  remodels  the  Peloponnesian  cities.  He  attacks  the 
^Etolians,  with  a  view  of  deporting  them  across  to  Asia.  His  presence 
becomes  necessary  in  Asia:  he  concludes  a  pacification  with  the  ^Eto* 
lians.  —  Plans  of  Perdikkas  —  intrigues  with  the  princesses  at  Pella.  — 
Antigonus  detects  the  intrigues,  and  reveals  them  to  Antipater  and  Kra- 
terus.  —  Unpropitious  turn  of  fortune  for  the  Greeks,  in  reference  to  the 
Lamian  war.  —  Antipater  and  Kraterus  in  Asia  —  Perdikkas  marches  to 
attack  Ptolemy  in  Egypt,  but  is  killed  by  a  mutiny  of  his  own  troops. 
Union  of  Antipater,  Ptolemy,  Antigonus,  etc.  New  distribution  of  the 
satrapies,  made  at  Triparadeisus.  —  War  between  Antigonus  and  Eume* 
nes  in  Asia.  Energy  and  ability  of  Eumenes.  He  is  worsted  and  block¬ 
ed  up  in  Nora.  —  Sickness  and  dedth  of  Antipater.  The  Athenian  ora¬ 
tor  Demades  is  put  to  death  in  Macedonia  — Antipater  sets  aside  his 
son  Kassander,  and  names  Polysperchon  viceroy.  Discontent  and  oppo¬ 
sition  of  Kassander.  —  Kassander  sets  up  for  himself,  gets  possession  of 
Munychia,  and  forms  alliance  with  Ptolemy  and  Antigonus  against  Po¬ 
lysperchon.  Plans  of  Polysperchon  —  alliance  with  Olympias  in  Europe, 
and  with  Eumenes  in  Asia  —  enfranchisement  of  the  Grecian  cities. — 
Ineffectual  attemps  of  Eumenes  to  uphold  the  imperial  dynasty  in  Asia 
his  gallantry  and  ability:  he  is  betrayed  by  his  own  soldiers,  and 
slain  by  Antigonus.  —  Edict  issued  by  Polysperchon  at  Pella,  in  the  name 
of  the  imperial  dynasty  —  subverting  the  Antipatrian  oligarchies  in  the 
Grecian  cities,  restoring  political  exiles,  and  granting  free  constitutions 
to  each.  —  Letters  and  measures  of  Polysperchon  to  enforce  the  edict. 
State  of  At*hens:  exiles  returning:  complicated  political  parties:  danger 
of  Phokion.  —  Negotiations  of  the  Athenians  with  Nikanor,  governor  of 
Munychia  for  Kassander.  —  Nikanor  seizes  Peiraeus  by  surprise.  Pho¬ 
kion,  though  forewarned,  takes  no  precautions  against  it.  —  Mischief  to 
the  Athenians,  as  well  as  to  Polysperchon,  from  Nikanor’s  occupation  of 
Peiraeus ;  culpable  negligence,  and  probable  collusion,  of  Phokion.  —  Arri¬ 
val  of  Alexander  (son  of  Polysperchon):  his  treacherous  policy  to  the 
Athenians;  Kassander  reaches  Peiraeus. — -Intrigues  of  Phokion  with  Al¬ 
exander —  he  tries  to  secure  for  himself  the  protection  ©f  Alexander  against 
the  Athenians.  —  Return  of  the  deported  exiles  to  Athens  —  public  vote 
passed  in  the  Athenian  assembly  against  Phokion  and  his  colleagues. 
Phokion  leaves  the  city,  is  protected  by  Alexander,  and  goes  to  meet 
Polysperchon  in  Phokis.  —  Agnonides  and  others  are  sent  as  deputies  to 
Polysperchon,  to  accuse  Phokion  and  to  claim  the  benefit  of  the  regal 
edict.  —  Agnonides  and  Phokion  are  heard  before  Polysperchon  —  Pho¬ 
kion  and  his  colleagues  are  delivered  up  as  prisoners  to  the  Athenians. 
Phokion  is  conveyed  as  prisoner  to  Athens,  and  brought  for  trial  before 
the  assembly.  Motion  of  his  friends  for  exclusion  of  non-qualified  per 
sons.  —  Intense  exasperation  of  the  returned  exiles  against  Phokion  — 
grounds  for  that  feeling.  —  Phokion  i3  condemned  to  death  —  vindictive 
manifestation  against  him  in  the  assembly,  furious  and  unanimous.— 
Death  of  Phokion  and  his  four  colleagues. —  Alteration  of  the  sentiment 
of  the  Athenians  towards  Phokion.  not  long  afterwards.  Honors  shown 
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to  his  memory.  —  Explanation  of  this  alteration.  Kassander  gets  pos¬ 
session  of  Athens,  and  restores  the  oligarchical  or  Phokionic  party.  —  Life 
and  character  of  Phokion.  —  War  between  Polysperchon  and  Kassander, 
in  Attica  and  Peloponnesus.  Polysperchon  is  repulsed  in  the  siege  of 
Megalopolis,  and  also  defeated  at  sea. —  Increased  strength  cf  Kassan- 
der  in  Greece  —  he  gets  possession  of  Athens.  —  Restoration  of  the  oli* 
garchical  government  at  Athens,  though  in  a  mitigated  form,  under  the 
Phalerean  Demetrius.  —  Administration  of  the  Phalerean  Demetrius  at 
Athens,  in  a  moderate  spirit.  Census  taken  of  the  Athenian  popula¬ 
tion  —  Kassander  in  Peloponnesus  —  many  cities  join  him  —  the  Spartaua 
surround  their  city  with  walls.  —  Feud  in  the  Macedonian  imperial  family 
—  Olympias  puts  to  death  Philip  Aridaeus  and  Eurydik<§  —  she  reigns  ia 
Macedonia :  her  bloody  revenge  against  the  partisans  of  Antipater.  — 
Kassander  passes  into  Macedonia  —  defeats  Olympias,  and  becomes 
master  of  the  country  —  Olympias  is  besieged  in  Pydna,  captured,  and 
put  to  death.  —  Great  power  of  Antigonus  in  Asia.  Confederacy  of  Kas¬ 
sander,  Lysimachus,  Ptolemy,  and  Seleukus  against  him.  —  Kassander 
founds  Kassandreia,  and  restores  Thebes.  —  Measures  of  Antigonus 
against  Kassander  —  he  promises  freedom  to  the  Greceiaa  cities  —  PtoL 
tmy  promies  the  like.  Great  power  of  Kassander  in  Greece.  —  Forces 
ftf  Antigonus  in  Greece.  Considerable  success  against  Kassander.-™ 
Pacification  between  the  belligerents.  Grecian  autonomy  guaranteed  in 
same  by  all.  Kassander  puts  to  death  Roxana  and  her  child.  —  Polys¬ 
perchon  espouses  the  pretensions  of  Herakles,  son  of  Alexander,  against 
Kassander.  He  enters  into  compact  with  Kassander,  assassinates  th$ 
foung  prince,  and  is  recognized  as  ruler  of  Southern  Greece.  —  Assassi¬ 
nation  of  Kleopatra,  last  surviving  relative  of  Alexander  the  Great,  by 
4ntigonus.  —  Ptolemy  of  Egypt  in  Greece  —  after  some  successes,  he  con¬ 
cludes  a  truce  with  Kassander.  Passiveness  of  the  Grecian  cities.** 
Sudden  arrival  of  Demetrius  Poliorketes  in  Peiraeus.  The  Athenians 
declare  in  his  favor.  Demetrius  Phalereus  retires  to  Egypt.  Capture 
of  Munychia  and  Megara.  —  Demetrius  Poliorketes  enters  Athens  in 
triumph.  He  promises  restoration  of  the  democracy.  Extravagant 
votes  of  flattery  passed  by  the  Athenians  towards  him.  Two  new  Athe¬ 
nian  tribes  created.  —  Alteration  of  tone  and  sentiment  in  Athens,  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  thirty  years.  — -  Contrast  of  Athens  as  proclaimed  free  by  De¬ 
metrius  Poliorketes,  with  Athens  after  the  expulsion  of  Hippias.  — 
Opposition  made  by  Demoehares,  nephew  of  Demosthenes,  to  these 
obsequious  public  flatteries.  —  Demetrius  Phalereus  condemned  in  his 
absence.  Honorable  commemoration  of  the  deceased  orator  Lykurgus. 
Restrictive  law  passed  against  the  philosophers  —  they  all  leave  Athens. 
The  law  is  repealed  next  year,  and  the  philosophers  return  to  Athens.  — 
Exploits  of  Demetrius  Poliorketes.  His  long  siege  of  Rhodes.  Gallant 
and  successful  resistance  of  the  citizens.  —  His  prolonged  war,  and  ulti¬ 
mate  success  in  Greece,  against  Kassander.  —  Retun?  of  Demetrius  Poli¬ 
orketes  to  Athens  —  his  triumphant  reception  —  memorable  Ithyphalig 
hymn  addressed  to  him.  —  Helpless  condition  of  the  Athenians  —  prc> 
claimed  by  themselves.  —  Idolatry  shown  to  Demetrius  at  Athens.  Hs 
is  initiated  in  the  Eleusinian  mysteries,  out  of  the  regular  season.  — 
March  of  Demetrius  into  Thessaly  —  he  passes  into  Asia  and  joins  An¬ 
tigonus  —  great  battle  of  Ipsus,  in  which  the  four  confederates  com 
pletely  defeat  Antigonus,  who  is  slain,  and  his  Asiatic  power  broken  up 
and  partitioned.  —  Restoration  of  the  Kassandrian  dominion  in  Greece. 
Larehares  makes  himself  despot  at  Athens,  under  Kassander.  Deme¬ 
trius  Poliorketes  returns,  and  expels  Larehares.  He  garrisons  Peiraeus 
and  Munychia.  —  Death  of  Kassander.  Bloody  feuds  among  his  family 
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Demetrius  acquires  the  crown  of  Macedonia.  —  Antigonus  Gonatas  (so* 
of  Demetrius)  master  of  Macedonia  and  Greece.  Permanent  rule  of  tha 
Antigonid  dynasty  in  Macedonia,  until  the  conquest  of  that  country  by 
the  Romans.  —  Spirit  of  the  Greeks  broken  —  isolation  of  the  cities  from 
each  other  by  Antigonus.  —  The  Greece  of  Polybius  cannot  form  a  sub* 
ject  of  history  by  itself,  but  only  as  an  appendage  to  foreign  neighbors. 
—  Evidence  of  the  political  nullity  of  Athens  —  public  decree  in  honor 
of  Demochares  —  what  acts  are  recorded  as  his  titles  to  public  grati¬ 
tude.  275-331 


CHAPTER  XCVII. 

SICILIAN  AND  ITALIAN  GREEKS  —  AGATHOKLES. 

Constitution  established  by  Timoleon  at  Syracuse  —  afterwards  exchanged 
for  an  oligarchy.  —  Italian  Greeks  —  pressed  upon  by  enemies  from  the 
interior  —  Archidamus  king  of  Sparta  slain  in  Italy.  —  Growth  of  the 
Molossian  kingdom  of  Epirus,  through  Macedonian  aid  —  Alexander 
the  Molossian  king  brother  of  Olympias.  —  The  Molossian  Alexander 
crosses  into  Italy  to  assist  the  Tarentines.  His  exploits  and  death.  — 
Assistance  sent  by  the  Syracusans  to  Kroton  —  first-rise  of  Agathokles. 

—  Agathokles  distinguishes  himseif  in  the  Syracusan  expedition  —  he  is 
disappointed  of  honors  —  becomes  discontented  and  leaves  Syracuse.  — 
He  levies  a  mercenary  force  —  his  exploits  as  general  in  Italy  and  Sicily. 
• —  Change  of  government  at  Syracuse  —  Agathokles  is  recalled  —  his 
exploits  against  the  exiles  —  his  dangerous  character  at  home.  —  Far¬ 
ther  internal  changes  at  Syracuse  — -  recall  of  the  exiles  —  Agathokles 
re-admitted  —  swears  amnesty  and  fidelity.  —  Agathokles,  in  collusion 
with  Hamilkar,  arms  his  partisans  at  Syracuse,  and  perpetrates  a  san¬ 
guinary  massacre  of  the  citizens.  —  Agathokles  is  constituted  sole  des¬ 
pot  of  Syracuse.  —  His  popular  manners,  military  energy,  and  conquests 
Progress  of  Agathokles  in  conquering  Sicily.  The  Agrigentines  take 
alarm  and  organize  a  defensive  alliance  against  him.  —  They  invite  the 
Spartan  Akrotatus  to  command  —  his  bad  conduct  and  failure.  —  Sicily 
the  only  place  in  which  a  glorious  Hellenic  career  was  open.  Peace 
concluded  by  Agathokles  with  the  Agrigentines  —  his  great  power  in 
Sicily.  —  He  is  repulsed  from  Agrigentum  —  the  Carthaginians  send  an 
armament  to  Sicily  against  him.  —  Position  of  the  Carthaginians  be¬ 
tween  Gela  and  Agrigentium  — their  army  reinforced  from  home. — 
Operations  of  Agathokles  against  them  —  h;s  massacre  of  citizens  at 
Gela.  —  Battle  of  the  Hi mera,  between  Agathokles  and  the  Carthagin¬ 
ians.  —  Total  defeat  of  Agathokles  by  the  Carthaginians.  —  The  Cartha 
ginians  recover  a  large  part  of  Sicily  from  Agathokles.  Ilis  depressed 
condition  at  Syracuse.  —  He  conceives  the  plan  of  attacking  the  Cartha¬ 
ginians  in  Africa.  —  His  energy  and  sagacity  in  organizing  this  expedi 
tion.  His  renewed  massacre  and  spoliation.  —  He  gets  out  of  the  har¬ 
bor,  in  spite  of  the  blockading  fleet.  Eclipse  of  tne  sun.  He  reaches  Af¬ 
rica  safely. —  He  bums  his  vessels  —  impressive  ceremony  for  affecting 
this,  under  vow  to  Demeter.  —  Agathokles  marches  into  the  Carthagin¬ 
ian  territory  —  captures  Tunes  — richness  and  cultivation  of  the  country. 

—  Consternation  at  Carthage  —  the  city  force  marches  out  against  him 
-  Hanno  and  Bomilkar  named  generals.  —  Inferior  numbers  of  Agatha 
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kies  —  his  artifices  to  encourage  the  soldiers.  —  Treachery  of  the  Garths 
ginian  general  Bomilkar  — victory  of  Agathokles.  —  Conquests  of  Aga- 
thokles  among  the  Carthaginian  dependencies  on  the  eastern  coast  —  Re¬ 
ligious  terror  and  distress  of  the  Carthaginians.  Human  sacrifice.— 
Operations  of  Agathokles  on  the  eastern  coast  of  Carthage —-capture  of 
Neapolis,  Adrumetum,  Thapsus,  etc.  —  Agathokles  fortifies  Aspis  —  un¬ 
dertakes  operations  against  the  interior  country  —  defeats  the  Carthagin¬ 
ians  again.  —  Proceedings  of  Hamilkar  before  Syracuse  —  the  city  is  near 
surrendering  —  he  is  disappointed,  and  marches  away  from  it.  —  Renewed 
attack  of  Hamilkar  upon  Syracuse  —  he  tries  to  surprise  Euryaius,  but  is 
totally  defeated,  made  prisoner,  and  slain.  —  The  Agrigentines  stand  for¬ 
ward  as  champions  of  Sicilian  freedom  against  Agathokles  and  the  Car¬ 
thaginians. —  Mutiny  in  the  army  of  Agathokles  at  Tun@s — -his  great 
danger,  and  address  in  extricating  himself.  —  Carthaginian  army  sent  to 
act  in  the  interior — attacked  by  Agathokles  with  some  success  — his 
camp  is  pillaged  by  the  Numidians.  —  Agathokles  invites  the  aid  of 
Ophelias  from  Kyrene. —  Antecedent  circumstances  of  Kyren£.  Divis 
ion  of  coast  between  Kyren@  and  Carthage.  —  Thimbron  with  the  Harpa 
lian  mercenaries  is  invited  over  to  Kyren£  by  exiles.  His  checkered  ca 
reer,  on  the  whole  victorious,  in  Libya.  —  The  Kyrenagans  solicit  aid 
from  the  Egyptian  Ptolemy,  who  sends  Ophelias  thither.  Defeat  and 
death  of  Thimbron.  Ky-enaica  annexed  to  the  dominions  of  Ptolemy, 
under  Ophelias  as  viceroy.  —  Position  and  hopes  of  Ophelias.  He  ac¬ 
cepts  the  invitation  of  Agathokles.  He  collects  colonists  from  Athens 
and  other  Grecian  cities.  —  March  of  Ophelias,  with  his  army,  and  hig 
colonists,  from  Kyrene  to  the  Carthaginian  territory — sufferings  endured 
in  the  march.  —  Perfidy  of  Agathokles  —  he  kills  Ophelias  —  gets  pos 
session  of  his  army  —  ruin  and  dispersion  of  the  colonists. —  Terrible  se 
dition  at  Carthage  —  Bomilkar  tries  to  seize  the  supreme  power —  he  is 
overthrown  and  slain.  —  Farther  successes  of  Agathokles  in  Africa  —  he 
captures  Utica,  Hippo-Zarytus,  and  Hippagreta.  —  Agathokles  goes  to 
Sicily,  leaving  Archagathus  to  command  in  Africa.  Successes  of  Archa- 
gathus  in  the  interior  country.  —  Redoubled  efforts  of  the  Carthaginians 
—  they  gain  two  great  victories  over  Archagathus. —  Danger  of  Archa- 
gathus  —  he  is  blocked  up  by  the  Carthaginians  at  Tunis.  —  Agathokles 
in  Sicily.  His  career  at  first  prosperous.  Defeat  of  the  Agrigentines.— 
Activity  of  Agathokles  in  Sicily  —  Deinokrates  in  great  force  against 
him.  —  Agrigentine  army  under  Xenodokus — opposed  to  the  mercena¬ 
ries  of  Agathokles  —  superiority  of  the  latter.  —  Defeat  of  Xenodokus  by 
Leptines  —  Agathokles  passes  over  into  Africa  —  bad  state  of  his  army 
there  —  he  is  defeated  bv  the  Carthaginians.  —  Nocturnal  panic  and  dis¬ 
order  in  both  camps.  —  Desperate  condition  of  Agathokles  —  he  deserts 
his  army  and  escapes  to  Sicily. —  The  deserted  army  kill  the  two  sons  o? 
Agathokles,  and  capitulate  with  the  Carthaginians.  —  African  expedition 
of  Agathokles  —  boldness  of  the  first  conception  —  imprudently  pushed 
and  persisted  in. — Proceedings  of  Agathokles  in  Sicily  —  his  tarbarities 
at  Egesta  and  Syracuse.  —  Great  mercenary  force  under  Deinokrates  ia 
Sicily  —  Agathokles  solicits  peace  from  him,  and  is  refused  —  he  con¬ 
cludes  peace  with  Carthage.  —  Battle  of  Torgium — victory  of  Agatho¬ 
kles  over  Deinokrates.  —  Accommodation  and  compact  between  Agatho¬ 
kles  and  Deinokrates.  —  Operations  of  Agathokles  in  Liparae,  Italy,  and 
Korkyra — Kleonymus  of  Sparta.  —  Last  projects  of  Agathokles  —  mu¬ 
tiny  of  his  grandson  Archagathus  —  sickness,  poisoning,  and  death  of 
Agathokles.  —  Splendid  genius  of  action  and  resource  —  nefarious  dis¬ 
positions —  of  Agathokles.  —  Hellenic  agency  in  Sicily  continues  during 
the  life  of  Agathokles,  but  becomes  then  subordinate  to  preponderant 
foreigners.  393-4S2 
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CHAPTER  XCVIII. 

OUTLYING  HELLENIC  CITIES. —  1.  IN  GAUL  AND  SPAIN.  2,  ON  TUB 

COAST  OF  THE  EUXINE. 

Massalia —  its  situation  and  circumstances. —  Colonies  planted  by  Mas' 
salia  —  Antipolis,  Nikaea,  Rhoda,  Emporiae —  peculiar  circumstances  of 
Emporiae.  —  Oligarchical  government  of  Massalia  —  prudent  political 
administration  — Hellenizing  influence  of  Massalia  in  the  West  —  Py- 
theas,  the  navigator  and  geographer.  —  Pontic  Greeks — Pentapolis  on 
the  south-west  coast. —  Sinope — its  envoys  present  with  Darius  in  his 
last  days  —  maintains  its  independence  for  some  time  against  the  Mith- 
ridatic  princes  —  but  becomes  subject  to  them  ultimately  —  The  Pontic 
Herakleia — oligarchical  government  —  the  native  Mariandvni  reduced 
to  serfs. —  Political  discord  at  Herakleia  —  banishment  of  Klearchus — 
partial  democracy  established.  —  Continued  political  troubles  at  Herak¬ 
leia —  assistance  invoked  from  without. —  Character  and  circumstances 
of  Klearchus  —  he  makes  himself  despot  of  Herakleia  —  his  tyranny  and 
cruelty.  —  He  continues  despot  for  twelve  years  —  he  is  assassinated  at 
a  festival.  —  Satyrus  becomes  despot  —  his  aggravated  cruelty  —  his 
military  vigor. — Despotism  of  Timotheus,  just  and  mild  —  his  energy 
and  ability.  —  Despotism  of  Dionysius  —  his  popular  and  vigorous 
government  —  his  prudent  dealing  with  the  Macedonians,  during  the 
absence  of  Alexander  in  the  East.  —  Return  of  Alexander  to  Susa  — 
he  is  solicited  by  the  Herakleotic  exiles  —  danger  of  Dionysius,  averted 
by  the  death  of  Alexander.  —  Prosperity  and  prudence  of  Dionysius  — 
he  marries  Amastris  —  his  favor  with  Antigonus  —  his  death.  — 
Amastris  governs  Herakleia  —  marries  Lysimachus — is  divorced  from 
him  —  Klearchus  and  Oxathres  kill  Amastris  —  are  killed  by  Lysi¬ 
machus. —  Arsinoe  mistress  of  Herakleia.  Defeat  and  death  of  Lysi¬ 
machus.  Power  of  Seleukus.  —  Herakleia  emancipated  from  the  des¬ 
pots,  and  a  popular  government  established  —  recall  of  the  exiles  — 
bold  bearing  of  the  citizens  towards  Seleukus  —  death  of  Seleukus.  — 
Situation  and  management  of  Herakleia  as  a  free  government  —  con¬ 
siderable  naval  power.  —  Prudent  administration  of  Herakleia,  as  a 
free  city,  among  the  powerful  princes  of  Asia  Minor  —  general  condi¬ 
tion  and  influence  of  the  Greek  cities  on  the  coast.  —  Grecian  Penta¬ 
polis  on  the  south-west  of  the  Euxine — Ovid  at  Tomi.  —  Olbia  —  in 
the  days  of  Herodotus  and  Ephorus  —  increased  numbers,  and  mul¬ 
tiplied  inroads  of  the  barbaric  hordes.  —  Olbia  in  later  days  —  decline 
of  security  and  production.  —  Olbia  pillaged  and  abandoned  —  after¬ 
wards  renewed.  —  Visit  cf  Dion  the  Rhetor  —  Hellenic  tastes  and 
manners  —  ardent  interest  in  Homer.  —  Bosporus  or  Pantikapaeum. — 
Princes  of  Bosporus  —  relations  between  Athens  and  Bosporus.— 
Nymphaeum  among  the  tributary  cities  under  the  Athenian  empire  — 
how  it  passed  under  the  Bosporanic  princes.  —  Alliance  and  recipro¬ 
cal  good  offices  between  the  Bosporanic  princes  Satyrus,  Leukon,  etc. 
and  the  Athenians.  Immunities  of  trade  granted  to  the  Athenians  — 
Political  condition  of  the  Greeks  of  Bosporus  — the  princes  called 
themselves  archons  —  their  empire  over  barbaric  tribes.  —  Family 
feuds  autong  the  Bosporanic  princes  —  war  between  Satyrus  and 
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Enmelus  —  death  of  Satyrus  II.  —  Civil  war  between  Prytanis  and 
Eumtlus  —  victory  of  Eumelus  —  he  kills  the  wives,  children,  and 
friends,  of  his  brother.  —  His  victorious  reign  and  conquests  —  his 
speedy  death.  —  Decline  of  the  Bosporanic  dynasty,  until  it  passed 
into  the  hands  of  Mithridates  Eupator.  —  Monuments  left  by  the 
Spartokid  princes  of  Bosporus  —  sepulchral  tnmuli  near  Kertch 
(Pantikapaeum). —  Appendix  on  the  Localities  near  Issns.  453-490 
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CHAPTER  XCI. 

FIRST  PERIOD  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  ALEXANDER  THE  GREAT  — 
SIEGE  AND  CAPTURE  OF  THEBES. 

Mr  last  preceding  volume  ended  with  the  assassination  of 
Philip  of  Macedon,  and  the  accession  of  his  son  Alexander  the 
Great,  then  twenty  years  of  age. 

It  demonstrates  the  altered  complexion  of  Grecian  history, 
that  we  are  now  obliged  to  seek  for  marking  events  in  the  suc¬ 
cession  to  the  Macedonian  crown,  or  in  the  ordinances  of  Mace¬ 
donian  kings.  In  fact,  the  Hellenic  world  has  ceased  to  be 
autonomous.  In  Sicily,  indeed,  the  free  and  constitutional 
march,  revived  by  Timoleon,  is  still  destined  to  continue  for  a 
few  years  longer ;  but  all  the  Grecian  cities  south  of  Mount 
Olympus  have  descended  into  dependents  of  Macedonia.  Such 
dependence,  established  as  a  fact  by  the  battle  of  Chaeroneia  and 
by  the  subsequent  victorious  march  of  Philip  over  Peloponnesus, 
was  acknowledged  in  form  by  the  vote  of  the  Grecian  synod  at 
Corinth.  While  even  the  Athenians  had  been  compelled  to 
concur  in  submission,  Sparta  alone,  braving  all  consequences, 
continued  inflexible  in  her  refusal.  The  adherence  of  Thebes 
was  not  trusted  to  the  word  of  the  Thebans,  but  ensured  by  the 
Macedonian  garrison  established  in  her  citadel,  called  the  Kad- 
meia.  Each  Hellenic  city,  small  and  great,  —  maritime,  inland, 
and  insuiar — (with  the  single  exception  of  Sparta,)  was  thus 
enrolled  as  a  separate  unit  in  the  list  of  subject-allies  attached  to 
the  imperial  headship  of  Philip. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  history  of  conquered  Gretee 
VOL.  xn.  1 
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loses  its  separate  course,  and  becomes  merged  in  that  of  conquer* 
ing  Macedonia.  Nevertheless,  there  are  particular  reasons 
which  constrain  the  historian  of  Greece  to  carry  on  the  two  to¬ 
gether  for  a  few  years  longer.  First,  conquered  Greece  exer¬ 
cised  a  powerful  action  on  her  conqueror  —  “  Graecia  capta  ferum 
victorem  cepit.”  The  Macedonians,  though  speaking  a  language 
of  their  own,  had  neither  language  for  communicating  with  oth¬ 
ers,  nor  literature,  nor  philosophy,  except  Grecian  and  derived 
from  Greeks.  Philip,  while  causing  himself  to  be  chosen  ffiief 
of  Hellas,  was  himself  not  only  partially  hellenized,  but  an  eager 
candidate  for  Hellenic  admiration.  He  demanded  the  headship 
under  the  declared  pretence  of  satisfying  the  old  antipathy 
against  Persia.  Next,  the  conquests  of  Alexander,  though  es¬ 
sentially  Macedonian,  operated  indirectly  as  the  initiatory  step 
of  a  series  of  events,  diffusing  Hellenic  language  (with  some 
tinge  of  Hellenic  literature)  over  a  large  breadth  of  Asia, — 
opening  that  territory  to  the  better  observation,  in  some  degree 
even  to  the  superintendence,  of  intelligent  Greeks  —  and  thus 
producing  consequences  important  in  many  ways  to  the  history 
of  mankind.  Lastly,  the  generation  of  free  Greeks  upon  whom 
the  battle  of  Chseroneia  fell,  were  not  disposed  to  lie  quiet  if  any 
opportunity  occurred  for  shaking  off  their  Macedonian  masters. 
The  present  volume  will  record  the  unavailing  efforts  made  for 
this  purpose,  in  which  Demosthenes  and  most  of  the  other  lead¬ 
ers  perished. 

Alexander  (born  in  July  356  b.  c.,)  like  his  father  Philip, 
was  not  a  Greek,  but  a  Macedonian  and  Epirot,  partially  imbued 
with  Grecian  sentiment  and  intelligence.  It  is  true  that  his  an¬ 
cestors,  some  centuries  before,  had  been  emigrants  from  Argos; 
but  the  kings  of  Macedonia  had  long  lost  all  trace  of  any  such 
peculiarity  as  might  originally  have  distinguished  them  from 
their  subjects.  The  basis  of  Philip’s  character  was  Macedonian, 
not  Greek  i  it  was  the  self-will  of  a  barbarian  prince,  not  the  in - 
genium  civile ,  or  sense  of  reciprocal  obligation  and  right  in  so¬ 
ciety  with  others,  which  marked  more  or  less  even  the  most  pow¬ 
erful  members  of  a  Grecian  city,  whether  oligarchical  or  demo- 
eratical.  If  this  was  true  of  Philip,  it  was  still  more  true  of 
Alexander,  who  inherited  the  violent  temperament  and  head® 
strong  will  of  bis  furious  Epirotic  mother  Olympias. 
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A  kinsman  of  Olympias,  named  Leonidas,  and  an  Akarnanian 
Darned  Lysimachus,  are  mentioned  as  the  chief  tutors  to  whom 
Alexander’s  childhood  was  entrusted.1  Of  course  the  Iliad  of 
Homer  was  among  the  first  things  which  he  learnt  as  a  boy. 
Throughout  most  of  his  life,  he  retained  a  passionate  interest  in 
this  poem,  a  copy  of  which,  said  to  have  been  corrected  by  Aris¬ 
totle,  he  carried  with  him  in  his  military  campaigns.  We  are 
not  told,  nor  is  it  probable,  that  he  felt  any  similar  attachment 
for  the  less  warlike  Odyssey.  Even  as  a  child,  he  learnt  to 
identify  himself  in  sympathy  with  Achilles,  —  his  ancestor  by 
the  mother’s  side,  according  to  the  iEakid  pedigree.  The  tutor 
Lysimachus  won  his  heart  by  calling  himself  Phoenix  —  Alex¬ 
ander,  Achilles  —  and  Philip,  by  the  name  of  Peleus.  Of  Alex- 
ander’s  boyish  poetical  recitations,  one  anecdote  remains,  both 
curious  and  of  unquestionable  authenticity.  He  was  ten  years 
old,  when  the  Athenian  legation,  including  both  iEschines  and 
Demosthenes,  came  to  Pella  to  treat  about  peace.  While  Philip 
entertained  them  at  table,  in  his  usual  agreeable  and  convivial 
manner,  the  boy  Alexander  recited  for  their  amusement  certain 
passages  of  poetry  which  he  had  learnt  —  and  delivered,  in  re¬ 
sponse  with  another  boy,  a  dialogue  out  of  one  of  the  Grecian 
dramas.2 

At  the  age  of  thirteen,  Alexander  was  placed  under  the  in¬ 
struction  of  Aristotle-,  whom  Philip  expressly  invited  for  the 
purpose,  and  whose  father  Nikomachus  had  been  both  friend  and 
physician  of  Philip’s  father  Amyntas.  What  course  of  study 
Alexander  was  made  to  go  through,  we  unfortunately  cannot 
state.  He  enjoyed  the  teaching  of  Aristotle  for  at  least  three 
years,  and  we  are  told  that  he  devoted  himself  to  it  with  ardor, 
contracting  a  strong  attachment  to  his  preceptor.  His  powers 
of  addressing  an  audience,  though  not  so  well  attested  as  those 
of  his  father,  were  always  found  sufficient  for  his  purpose  :  more¬ 
over,  he  retained,  even  in  the  midst  of  his  fatiguing  Asiatic  cam¬ 
paigns,  an  interest  in  Greek  literature  and  poetry. 

At  what  precise  moment,  during  the  lifetime  of  his  father, 
Alexander  first  took  part  in  active  service,  we  do  not  know.  It 


Plutarch,  Alexand.  c  5,  6 


3  iEschines  cont.  Timarch.  p  167. 
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is  said  that  once,  when  quite  a  youth,  he  received  some  Persian 
envoys  during  the  absence  of  his  father ;  and  that  he  surprised 
them  by  the  maturity  of  his  demeanor,  as  well  as  by  the  political 
bearing  and  pertinence  of  his  questions.1  Though  only  sixteen 
years  of  age,  in  340  b.  c.,  he  was  left  at  home  as  regent  while 
Philip  was  engaged  in  the  sieges  of  Byzantium  and  Perinthus. 
He  put  down  a  revolt  of  the  neighboring  Thracian  tribe  called 
Msedi,  took  one  of  their  towns,  and  founded  it  anew  under  the 
title  of  Alexandria;  the  earliest  town  which  bore  that  name, 
afterwards  applied  to  so  many  other  towns  planted  by  him.  In 
the  march  of  Philip  into  Greece  (338  B.  c.,)  Alexander  tool 
part,  commanded  one  of  the  wings  at  the  battle  of  Chaeroneia,  and 
is  said  to  have  first  gained  the  advantage  on  his  side  over  th€ 
Theban  sacred  band.2 

Yet  notwithstanding  such  marks  of  confidence  and  coopera¬ 
tion,  other  incidents  occurred  producing  bitter  animosity  between 
the  father  and  the  son.  By  his  wife  Olympias,  Philip  had  as 
offspring  Alexander  and  Kleopatra:  by  a  Thessalian  mistress 
named  Philinna,  he  had  a  son  named  Aridseus  (afterwards  called 
Philip  Aridaeus:)  he  had  also  daughters  named  Kynna  (or 
Kynane)  and  Thessalonike.  Olympias,  a  woman  of  sanguinary 
and  implacable  disposition,  had  rendered  herself  so  odious  to 
him,  that  he  repudiated  her,  and  married  a  new  wife  named 
Kleopatra.  I  have  recounted  in  the  preceding  volume8  the  in¬ 
dignation  felt  by  Alexander  at  this  proceeding,  and  the  violent 
altercation  which  occurred  during  the  conviviality  of  the  marriage 
banquet;  where  Philip  actually  snatched  his  sword,  threatened 
his  son’s  life,  and  was  only  prevented  from  executing  the  threat 
by  falling  down  through  intoxication.  After  this  quarrel,  Alex¬ 
ander  retired  from  Macedonia,  conducting  his  mother  to  hex 
brother  Alexander  king  of  Epirus.  A  son  was  born  to  Philip 
by  Kleopatra.  Her  brother  or  uncle  Attalus  acquired  high 
favor.  Her  kinsmen  and  partisans  generally  were  also  pro- 


*  Plutarch,  Alex.  5. 

%  Fituarch,  Alex.  9.  Justin  says  that  Alexander  was  the  companion  & 
his  father  during  part  of  the  war  in  Thrace  (ix.  1). 
r  Yol.  XI.  Ch.  xt  p.  513 
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moted,  while  Ptolemy,  Nearchus,  and  other  persons  attached  to 
Alexander,  were  banished.1 

The  prospects  of  Alexander  were  thus  full  of  uncertainty  and 
peril,  up  to  the  very  day  of  Philip’s  assassination.,  The  succes¬ 
sion  to  the  Macedonian  crown,  though  transmitted  in  the  same 
family,  was  by  no  means  assured  as  to  individual  members ; 
moreover,  in  the  regal  house  of  Macedonia2  (as  among  the  kings 
called  Diadoclii.  who  acquired  dominion  after  the  death  of  Alex¬ 
ander  the  Great,)  violent  feuds  and  standing  mistrust  between 
father,  sons,  and  brethren,  were  ordinary  phenomena,  to  which 
the  family  of  the  Antigonids  formed  an  honorable  exception. 
Between  Alexander  and  Olympias  on  the  one  side,  and  Kleo¬ 
patra  with  her  son  and  Attalus  on  the  other,  a  murderous  contest 
was  sure  to  arise.  Kleopatra  was  at  this  time  in  the  ascendent ; 
Olympias  was  violent  and  mischievous ;  and  Philip  was  only 
forty -seven  years  of  age.  Hence  the  future  threatened  nothing 


1  Plutarch,  Alex.  10.  Arrian,  iii.  6,  8. 

2  See  the  third  chapter  of  Plutarch’s  life  of  Demetrius  Poliorketes  ;  which 
presents  a  vivid  description  of  the  feelings  prevalent  between  members  of 
regal  families  in  those  ages.  Demetrius,  coming  home  from  the  chase  with 
his  hunting  javelins  in  his  hand,  goes  up  to  his  father  Antigonus,  salutes 
him,  and  sits  down  by  his  side  without  disarming.  This  is  extolled  as  an 
unparalleled  proof  of  the  confidence  and  affection  subsisting  between  the 
father  and  the  son.  In  the  families  of  all  the  other  Diadochi  (says  Plu¬ 
tarch)  murders  of  sons,  mothers,  and  wives,  were  frequent  —  murders  of 
brothers  were  even  common,  assumed  to  be  precautions  necessary  for  secu¬ 
rity  Ovrug  dpa  Travrr)  dvoKuvoivrjTov  rj  dpxv  Kal  psarov  amoTiag  Kal 
dvovoiag,  tjqre  aya7,7,E(rdai  tov  ueycarov  tuv  ’A  7,e$;avdpov  diadox^v  Kal 
npioflvTaTov,  on  pr)  (f>ol3eiTai  tov  vibv,  d7,7ia  npooieTai  tt)v  7,oyxvv  exovto 
tov  crupaTog  ■n'krjGLOv.'  Ov  pr/v  d7,7,a  Kal  povog,  ug  elnelv,  o  ol ko  g  o  v  r og 
ini  nTieicrag  btadoxag  t&v  toiovtuv  kok&v  EKatiape  vae ,  pd7.7,ov  6e  tig  povog 
tuv  an’  ’ Avriyovov  $i7unnog  avei'kev  viov.  A  l  de  a  7, 7,  at.  cr^eddi* 
in x  a  a  a  l  diadoxal  noTiTiuv  per  exovoi  nalbuv,  no7.7u>v  6e  prjrepuv  (povovg  Kal 
yvvaiKtiv  rb  pev  yap  ddE^ovg  dvaiptlv ,  uanep  ol  yeuuerpai  ra  alrr/para 
7.ap(3avov<jiv,  ovtcj  avvex^pEtTo  ko  iv  ov  t  i  v  o  ui£d  u  e  v  ov  ai  t  t/  pa 
Kal  (3  a  a  i7  i  ko  v  vnep  aotyahtiag. 

Compare  Tacitus,  Histor.  v.  8,  about  the  family  feuds  of  the  kings  of  Ju¬ 
daea  ;  and  Xenoph.  Hieron.  iii.  8. 

In  noticing  the  Antigonid  family  as  a  favorable  exception,  we  must  con¬ 
fine  our  assertion  to  the  first  century  of  that  family.  The  bloody  tragedy 
of  Perseus  and  Demetrius  shortly  preceded  the  ruin  of  the  empire. 
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but  aggravated  dissension  and  difficulties  for  Alexander.  .  More¬ 
over  his  strong  will  and  imperious  temper,  eminently  suitable 
for  supreme  command,  disqualified  him  from  playing  a  subordin¬ 
ate  part,  even  to  his  own  father.  The  prudence  of  Philip,  when 
about  to  depart  on  his  Asiatic  expedition,  induced  him  to  attempt 
to  heal  these  family  dissensions  by  giving  his  daughter  Kleo¬ 
patra  in  marriage  to  her  uncle  Alexander  of  Epirus,  brother  of 
Olympias.  It  was  during  the  splendid  marriage  festival,  then 
celebrated  at  .iEgge,  that  he  was  assassinated  —  Olympias,  Kleo¬ 
patra,  and  Alexander,  being  all  present,  while  Attalus  was  in 
Asia,  commanding  the  Macedonian  division  sent  forward  in  ad¬ 
vance,  jointly  with  Parmenio.  Had  Philip  escaped  this  catas¬ 
trophe,  he  would  doubtless  have  carried  on  the  war  in  Asia 
Minor  with  quite  as  much  energy  and  skill  as  it  was  afterwards 
prosecuted  by  Alexander :  though  we  may  doubt  whether  the 
father  would  have  stretched  out  to  those  ulterior  undertakings 
which,  gigantic  and  far-reaching  as  they  were,  fell  short  of  the 
insatiable  ambition  of  the  son.  But  successful  as  Philip  might 
have  been  in  Asia,  he  would  hardly  have  escaped  gloomy  family 
feuds ;  with  Alexander  as  a  mutinous  son,  under  the  instigations 
of  Olympias,  —  and  with  Kleopatra  on  the  other  side,  feeling 
that  her  own  safety  depended  upon  the  removal  of  regal  or 
quasi-regal  competitors. 

F rom  such  formidable  perils,  visible  in  the  distance,  if  not  im¬ 
mediately  impending,  the  sword  of  Pausanias  guaranteed  both 
Alexander  and  the  Macedonian  kingdom.  But  at  the  moment 
when  the  blow  was  struck,  and  when  the  Lynkestian  Alexander, 
one  of  those  privy  to  it,  ran  to  forestall  resistance  and  place  the 
crown  on  the  head  of  Alexander  the  Great1  —  no  one  knew 
what  to  expect  from  the  young  prince  thus  suddenly  exalted  at 
the  age  of  twenty  years.  The  sudden  death  of  Philip  in  the  ful¬ 
ness  of  glory  and  ambitious  hopes,  must  have  produced  the 
strongest  impression,  first  upon  the  festive  crowd  assembled,  — 
next  throughout  Macedonia,  —  lastly,  upon  the  foreigners  whom 
he  had  reduced  to  dependence,  from  the  Danube  to  the  borders 
of  Pseonia.  All  these  dependencies  were  held  only  by  the  feal 


1  Arrian,  i.  25,  2  ,  Justin,  xi.  2,  See  Vol.  XI.  p.  517. 
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ef  Macedonian  force.  It  remained  to  be  proved  whether  the 
youthful  son  of  Philip  was  capable  of  putting  down  opposition 
and  upholding  the  powerful  organization  created  by  his  father. 
Moreover  Perdikkas,  the  eider  brother  and  predecessor  of 
Philip,  had  left  a  son  named  Amyntas,  now  at  least  twenty-four 
years  of  age,  to  whom  many  looked  as  the  proper  successor.1 

But  Alexander,  present  and  proclaimed  at  once  by  his  friends, 
showed  himself  both  in  word  and  deed,  perfectly  competent  to 
the  emergency.  He  mustered,  caressed,  and  conciliated,  the 
divisions  of  the  Macedonian  army  and  the  chief  officers.  His 
addresses  were  judicious  and  energetic,  engaging  that  the  dignity 
of  the  kingdom  should  be  maintained  unimpaired,2 3 * * *  and  that  even 
the  Asiatic  projects  already  proclaimed  should  be  prosecuted 
with  as  much  vigor  as  if  Philip  still  lived. 

It  was  one  of  the  first  measures  of  Alexander  to  celebrate 
with  magnificent  solemnities  the  funeral  of  his  deceased  father. 
While  the  preparations  for  it  were  going  on,  he  instituted  re¬ 
searches  to  find  out  and  punish  the  accomplices  of  Pausanias. 
Of  these  indeed,  the  most  illustrious  person  mentioned  to  us  — 
Olympias  —  was  not  only  protected  by  her  position  from  punish¬ 
ment,  but  retained  great  ascendency  over  her  son  to  the  end  of 
his  life.  Three  other  persons  are  mentioned  by  name  as  accom¬ 
plices  —  brothers  and  persons  of  good  family  from  the  district  of 
Upper  Macedonia  called  Lvnkestis  —  Alexander,  Heromenes, 
and  Arrhabaeus,  sons  of  Aeropus.  The  two  latter  were  put  to 
death,  but  the  first  of  the  three  was  spared,  and  even  promoted 
to  important  charges,  as  a  reward  for  his  useful  forwardness  in 
instantly  saluting  Alexander  king.8  Others  also,  we  know  not 
how  many,  were  executed ;  and  Alexander  seems  to  have  imag- 


1  Arrian,  De  Rebus  post  Alexandrum,  Fragm.  ap.  Photium,  cod.  92.  p. 
220;  Plutarch,  De  FortunA  Alex.  Magn.  p.  327.  Tzaoa  de  vttovXoc  ijv  ij 
M.anedov'ia  (after  the  death  of  Philip)  n pbQ  ’ Afivvrav  anofihenovaa  nal  rot>f 
’Aepoirov  iraidaq. 

8  Diod.  xvii.  2. 

3  Arrian,  i.  25,  2  ;  Curtins,  vii.  1,  6.  Alexander  son  of  ASropus  was  son- 

in-law  of  Antipater.  The  case  of  this  Alexander  —  and  of  Olympias 

afforded  a  certain  basis  to  those  who  said  (Curtius,  vi.  43)  that  Alexandcs 

had  dealt  favorably  with  the  accomplices  of  Pausanias. 
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ined  that  there  still  remained  some  undetected.1  The  Persian 
king  boasted  in  public  letters,2  with  how  much  truth  we  cannot 
say,  that  he  too  had  been  among  the  instigators  of  Pausanias. 

Among  the  persons  slain  about  this  time  by  Alexander,  we 
may  number  his  first-cousin  and  brother-in-law  Amyntas  —  son 
of  Perdikkas  (the  elder  brother  of  the  deceased  Philip)  :  Amyn¬ 
tas  was  a  boy  when  his  father  Perdikkas  died.  Though  having 
a  preferable  claim  to  the  succession,  according  to  usage,  he  had 
been  put  aside  by  his  uncle  Philip,  on  the  ground  of  his  age  and 
of  the  strenuous  efforts  required  on  commencing  a  new  reign. 
Philip  had  however  given  in  marriage  to  this  Amyntas  his 
daughter  (by  an  Illyrian  mother)  Kynna.  Nevertheless,  Alex¬ 
ander  now  put  him  to  death,3  on  accusation  of  conspiracy  :  under 
what  precise  circumstances,  does  not  appear  —  but  probably 
Amyntas  (who  besides  being  the  son  of  Philip’s  elder  brother, 
was  at  least  twenty-four  years  of  age,  while  Alexander  was  onlj 
twenty)  conceived  himself  as  having  a  better  right  to  the  succes¬ 
sion,  and  was  so  conceived  by  many  others.  The  infant  son  of 
Kleopatra  by  Philip  is  said  to  have  been  killed  by  Alexander, 
as  a  rival  in  the  succession ;  Kleopatra  herself  was  afterwards 
put  to  death  by  Olympias  during  his  absence,  and  to  his  regret. 
Attalus,  also,  uncle  of  Kleopatra  and  joint  commander  of  the 
Macedonian  army  in  Asia,  was  assassinated  under  the  private 


1  Plutarch,  Alexand.  10-27  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  51  ;  Justin,  xi.  11. 

*  Arrian,  ii.  14,  10. 

3  Curtius,  vi.  9,  17.  vi.  10,  24.  Arrian  mentioned  this  Amyntas  son  of 
Perdikkas  (as  well  as  the  fact  of  his  having  been  put  to  death  by  Alexander 
before  the  Asiatic  expedition),  in  the  lost  work  ra  perd  ’AXegavdpov  —  see 
Photius  Cod.  92.  p  220.  But  Arrian,  in  his  account  of  Alexander’s  expedi 
tion,  does  not  mention  the  fact ;  which  shows  that  his  silence  is  not  to  be  as¬ 
sumed  as  a  conclusive  reason  for  discrediting  allegations  of  others. 

Compare  Polyaenus,  v.  60  ;  and  Plutarch,  Fort.  Alex.  Magn.  p.  327. 

It  was  during  this  expedition  into  Thrace  and  Illyria,  about  eight  months 
after  his  accession,  that  Alexander  promised  to  give  his  sister  Kynna  in 
marriage  to  Langarus  prince  of  the  Agrianes  (Arrian,  Exp.  Al.  M.  i.  5,  7) 
Langarus  died  of  sickness  soon  after ;  so  that  this  marriage  never  took 
place.  But  when  the  promise  was  made,  Kynna  must  have  been  a  widow. 
Her  husband  Amyntas  must  therefore  have  been  put  to  death  during  th« 
first  months  of  Alexander’s  reign. 
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orders  of  Alexander,  by  Hekataeus  and  Philotas.1  Anothei 
Amyntas,  son  of  Antiochus  (there  seems  to  have  been  several 
Macedonians  named  Amyntas)  fled  for  safety  into  Asia  :2  proba¬ 
bly  others,  who  felt  themselves  to  be  objects  of  suspicion,  did  the 
like  —  since  by  the  Macedonian  custom,  not  merely  a  person 
convicted  of  high  treason,  but  all  his  kindred  along  with  him, 
were  put  to  death.3 

By  unequivocal  manifestations  of  energy  and  address,  and  by 
despatching  rivals  or  dangerous  malcontents,  Alexander  thus 
speedily  fortified  his  position  on  the  throne  at  home.  But  from 
the  foreign  dependents  of  Macedonia  —  Greeks,  Thracians,  and 
Illyrians  —  the  like  acknowledgment  was  not  so  easily  obtained. 
Most  of  them  were  disposed  to  throw  olf  the  yoke ;  yet  none 
dared  to  take  the  initiative  of  moving,  and  the  suddenness  of 
Philip’s  death  found  them  altogether  unprepared  for  combination. 
By  that  event  the  Greeks  were  discharged  from  all  engagement, 
since  the  vote  of  the  confederacy  had  elected  him  personally  as 
Imperator.  They  were  now  at  liberty,  in  so  far  as  there  was 
any  liberty  at  all  in  the  proceeding,  to  elect  any  one  else,  or  to 
abstain  from  reelecting  at  all,  and  even  to  let  the  confederacy 
expire.  Now  it  was  only  under  constraint  and  intimidation,  as 
was  well  known  both  in  Greece  and  Macedonia,  that  they  had 
conferred  this  dignity  even  on  Philip  —  who  had  earned  it  by 
splendid  exploits,  and  had  proved  himself  the  ablest  captain  and 
politician  of  the  age.  They  were  by  no  means  inclined  to  trans¬ 
fer  it  to  a  youth  like  Alexander,  until  he  had  shown  himself 
capable  of  bringing  the  like  coercion  to  bear,  and  extorting  the 
same  submission.  The  wish  to  break  loose  from  Macedonia, 
widely  spread  throughout  the  Grecian  cities,  found  open  expres¬ 
sion  from  Demosthenes  and  others  in  the  assembly  at  Athens. 
That  orator  (if  we  are  to  believe  his  rival  JEschines),  having 
received  private  intelligence  of  the  assassination  of  Philip, 


*  See  my  last  preceding  volume,  Chap.  xc.  p.  518 ;  Diod.  xvii.  2 ;  Curtius, 
▼ii.  1,6;  Justin,  ix.  7  xi.  2.  xii.  6  ;  Plutarch,  Alexand.  10 ;  Pausanias,  viii 
7,  5. 

2  Arrian,  i.  17,  10;  Plutarch,  Alex.  20  ;  Curtius,  iii.  28,  18. 

a  Curtius,  vi.  42,  20.  Compare  Tvith  this  custom,  a  passage  in  the  A^ax 
©f  Sophokles,  v.  725- 
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through  certain  spies  of  Charidemus,  before  it  was  publicly 
known  to  others  —  pretended  to  have  had  it  revealed  to  him  in  a 
dream  by  the  gods.  Appearing  in  the  assembly  with  his  gay¬ 
est  attire,  he  congratulated  his  countrymen  on  the  death  of  their 
greatest  enemy,  and  pronounced  high  encomiums  on  the  brave 
tyrannicide  of  Pausanias,  which  he  would  probably  compare  to 
that  of  Harmodius  and  Aj-istogeiton.1  He  depreciated  the  abili¬ 
ties  of  Alexander,  calling  him  Margites  (the  name  of  a  silly  char¬ 
acter  in  one  of  the  Homeric  poems),  and  intimating  that  he 
would  be  too  much  distracted  with  embarrassments  and  ceremonial 
duties  at  home,  to  have  leisure  for  a  foreign  march.2  Such,  ac¬ 
cording  to  .iEschines,  was  the  language  of  Demosthenes  on  the 
first  news  of  Philip’s  death.  We  cannot  doubt  that  the  public  of 
Athens,  as  well  as  Demosthenes,  felt  great  joy  at  an  event  which 
seemed  to  open  to  them  fresh  chances  of  freedom,  and  that  the 
motion  for  a  sacrifice  of  thanksgiving,3  in  spite  of  Phokion’s  op¬ 
position,  was  readily  adopted.  But  though  the  manifestation  of 
sentiment  at  Athens  was  thus  anti-Macedonian,  exhibiting  aver¬ 
sion  to  the  renewal  of  that  obedience  which  had  been  recently 
promised  to  Philip,  Demosthenes  did  not  go  so  far  as  to  declare 
any  positive  hostility.4 *  He  tried  to  open  communication  with 
the  Persians  in  Asia  Minor,  and  also,  if  we  may  believe  Diodo¬ 
rus,  with  the  Macedonian  commander  in  Asia  Minor,  Attalus. 
But  neither  of  the  two  missions  was  successful.  Attalus  sent 
his  letter  to  Alexander ;  while  the  Persian  king,6 * 8  probably  re¬ 
lieved  by  the  death  of  Philip  from  immediate  fear  of  Macedonian 
power,  despatched  a  peremptory  refusal  to  Athens,  intimating 
that  he  would  furnish  no  more  money.6 


1  ^schines  adv.  Ktesiphont.  c.  29.  p  469  c.  78  p  603  ,  Plutarch,  De- 
mosth.  22. 

*  iEschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  547.  c.  50. 

3  Plutarch,  Phokion,  16. 

4  We  gather  this  from  iEschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  551.  c.  52. 

4  Diodorus  (xvii.  5)  mentions  this  communication  of  Demosthenes  to 

Attalus ;  which,  however,  I  cannot  but  think  improbable.  Probably  Cha¬ 

ridemus  was  the  organ  of  the  communications. 

8  This  letter  from  Darius  is  distinctly  alluded  to,  and  even  a  sentence 
cited  from  it,  by  iEschines  adv  Ktesiph.  p.  633,  634.  c.  88.  We  know  that 
Darius  wrote  in  very  different  language  not  long  afterwards,  near  the  time 
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Not  merely  in  Athens,  but  in  other  Grecian  States  also,  the 
death  of  Philip  excited  aspirations  for  freedom.  The  Lacedae¬ 
monians,  who,  though  unsupported,  had  stood  out  inflexibly 
against  any  obedience  to  him,  were  now  on  the  watch  for  new 
allies ;  while  the  Arcadians,  Argeians,  and  Eleians,  manifested 
sentiments  adverse  to  Macedonia.  The  Ambrakiots  expelled 
the  garrison  placed  by  Philip  in  their  city ;  the  JEtolians  passed 
a  vote  to  assist  in  restoring  those  Akarnanian  exiles  whom  he 
had  banished.* 1  On  the  other  hand,  the  Thessalians  manifested 
unshaken  adherence  to  Macedonia.  But  the  Macedonian  garri¬ 
son  at  Thebes,  and  the  macedonizing  Thebans  who  now  governed 
that  city,2  were  probably  the  main  obstacles  to  any  combined 
manifestation  in  favor  of  Hellenic  autonomy. 

Apprised  of  these  impulses  prevalent  throughout  the  Grecian 
world,  Alexander  felt  the  necessity  of  checking  them  by  a 
demonstration  immediate,  as  well  as  intimidating.  The  energy 
and  rapidity  of  his  proceedings  speedily  overawed  all  those  who 
had  speculated  on  his  youth,  or  had  adopted  the  epithets  applied 
to  him  by  Demosthenes.  Having  surmounted,  in  a  shorter  time 
than  was  supposed  possible,  the  difficulties  of  his  newly-acquired 
position  at  home,  he  marched  into  Greece  at  the  head  of  a 
formidable  army,  seemingly  about  two  months  after  the  death  of 
Philip.  He  was  favorably  received  by  the  Thessalians,  who 
passed  a  vote  constituting  Alexander  head  of  Greece  in  place  of 
his  father  Philip ;  which  vote  was  speedily  confirmed  by  the 
Amphiktyonic  assembly,  convoked  at  Thermopylae.  Alexander 
next  advanced  to  Thebes,  and  from  thence  over  the  isthmus  of 


when  Alexander  crossed  into  Asia  (Arrian,  ii.  14,  II).  The  first  letter 
must  have  been  sent  shortly  after  Philip's  death,  when  Darius  was  publicly 
boasting  ot  having  procured  the  deed,  and  before  he  had  yet  learnt  to  fear 
Alexander.  Compare  Diodor.  xvii.  7. 

1  Diodor.  xvii.  3. 

*  Diodorus  (xvii.  3)  says  that  the  Thebans  passed  a  vote  to  expel  the 
Macedonian  garrison  in  the  Kadmeia.  But  I  have  little  hesitation  in  reject¬ 
ing  this  statement.  We  may  be  sure  that  the  presence  of  the  Macedonian 
garrison  was  connected  with  the  predominance  in  the  city  of  a  party  favor¬ 
able  to  Macedonia.  In  the  ensuing  year,  when  the  resistance  really  oc¬ 
curred,  this  was  done  bv  the  anti-Macedonian  party,  who  then  got  back 
from  exile. 
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Corinth  into  Peloponnesus.  The  details  of  his  march  we  do  no 
know  ;  but  his  great  force,  probably  not  inferior  to  that  which  had 
conquered  at  Chseroneia,  spread  terror  everywhere,  silencing  all 
except  his  partisans.  Nowhere  was  the  alarm  greater  than  at 
Athens.  The  Athenians  recollecting  both  the  speeches  of  their 
orators  and  the  votes  of  their  assembly,  —  offensive  at  least,  if 
not  hostile,  to  the  Macedonians  —  trembled  lest  the  march  of 
Alexander  should  be  directed  against  their  city,  and  accordingly 
made  preparation  for  standing  a  siege.  All  citizens  were  en¬ 
joined  to  bring  in  their  families  and  properties  from  the  country, 
insomuch  that  the  space  within  the  walls  was  full  both  of  fugi¬ 
tives  and  of  cattle.1  At  the  same  time,  the  assembly  adopted, 
on  the  motion  of  Demades,  a  resolution  of  apology  and  full  sub¬ 
mission  to  Alexander :  they  not  only  recognized  him  as  chief  of 
Greece,  but  conferred  upon  him  divine  honors,  in  terms  even 
more  emphatic  than  those  bestowed  on  Philip.2  The  mover, 
with  other  legates,  carried  the  resolution  to  Alexander,  whom 
they  found  at  Thebes,  and  who  accepted  their  submission.  A 
young- speaker  named  Pytheas  is  said  to  have  opposed  the  vote 
in  the  Athenian  assembly.3  Whether  Demosthenes  did  the  like 
—  or  whether,  under  the  feeling  of  disappointed  anticipations 
and  overwhelming  Macedonian  force,  he  condemned  himself  to 
silence,  —  we  cannot  say.  That  he  did  not  go  with  Demades  on 
the  mission  to  Alexander,  seems  a  matter  of  course,  though  he 
is  said  to  have  been  appointed  by  public  vote  to  do  so,  and  to 
have  declined  the  duty.  He  accompanied  the  legation  as  far  as 
Mount  Kithaeron,  on  the  frontier,  aijd  then  retured  to  Athens.4 
We  read  with  astonishment  that  HCschines  and  his  other  enemies 


1  Demadis  Fragment,  tinep  rfjq  c5 odenaenac,  p.  180. 

2  Arrian,  i.  1,4. 

3  Plutarch,  Reipub.  Ger.  Praecept.  p.  804. 

4  iEschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  564.  c.  50 ;  Deinarchus  cont.  Demosth.  p.  57 
Diodor.  xvii.  4;  Plutarch,  Demosth.  c.  23  (Plutarch  confounds  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  this  year  with  those  of  the  succeeding  year).  Demades,  in  the 
fragment  of  his  oration  remaining  to  us,  makes  no  allusion  to  this  proceed¬ 
ing  of  Demosthenes. 

The  decree,  naming  Demosthenes  among  the  envoys,  is  likely  enough  to 
have  been  passed  chiefly  by  the  votes  of  his  enemies.  It  was  always  open 
to  an  Athenian  citizen  to  accept  or  decline  such  an  appointment. 
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denounced  this  step  as  a  cowardly  desertion.  No  envoy  could 
be  so  odious  to  Alexander,  or  so  likely  to  provoke  refusal  for 
the  proposition  which  he  carried,  as  Demosthenes.  To  employ 
him  in  such  a  mission  would  have  been  absurd ;  except  for  the 
purpose  probably  intended  by  his  enemies,  that  he  might  be 
either  detained  by  the  conqueror  as  an  expiatory  victim,1  or  sent 
back  as  a  pardoned  and  humiliated  prisoner. 

After  displaying  his  force  in  various  portions  of  Peloponnesus, 
Alexander  returned  to  Corinth,  where  he  convened  deputies 
from  the  Grecian  cities  generally.  The  list  of  those  cities  which 
obeyed  the  summons  is  not  before  us,  but  probably  it  included 
nearly  all  the  cities  of  Central  Greece.  We  know  only  that  the 
Lacedaemonians  continued  to  stand  aloof,  refusing  all  concur¬ 
rence.  Alexander  asked  from  the  assembled  deputies  the  same 
appointment  which  the  victorious  Philip  had  required  and  ob¬ 
tained  two  years  before  —  the  hegemony  or  headship  of  the 
Greeks  collectively  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  war  against 
Persia.2  To  the  request  of  a  prince  at  the  head  of  an  irresisti¬ 
ble  army,  one  answer  only  was  admissible.  He  was  nominated 
Imperator  with  full  powers,  by  land  and  sea.  Overawed  by  the 
presence  and  sentiment  of  Macedonian  force,  all  acquiesced  in 
this  vote  except  the  Lacedaemonians. 

The  convention  sanctioned  by  Alexander  was  probably  the 
same  as  that  settled  by  and  with  his  father  Philip.  Its  grand 
and  significant  feature  was,  that  it  recognized  Hellas  as  a  confed¬ 
eracy  under  the  Macedonian  prince  as  imperator,  president,  or 


1  Several  years  afterwards,  Demades  himself  was  put  to  death  by  Anti¬ 
pater,  to  whom  he  had  been  sent  as  envoy  from  Athens  (Diodor,  xviii, 
48). 

*  Arrian,  i.  1,  2.  alrelv  nap’  avrijv  tt)v  r/yepoviav  rr/g  enl  roi)g  nipaag 
CTpareiag,  r/vnva  $i"kinn(p  f/6r]  hdocav  aal  alrpaavra  Tiafieiv  napa  navruv , 
7tAt)v  Aa/cedaipoviuv,  etc. 

Arrian  speaks  as  if  this  request  had  been  addressed  only  to  the  Greeks 
within  Peloponnesus  ;  moreover  he  mentions  no  assembly  at  Corinth,  which 
is  noticed  (though  with  some  confusion)  by  Diodorus,  Justin,  and  Plutarch. 
Cities  out  of  Peloponnesus,  as  well  as  within  it,  must  have  been  included  j 
unless  we  suppose  that  the  resolution  of  the  Amphiktyonic  assembly,  which 
had  been  previously  passed,  was  held  to  comprehend  all  the  extra-Pelopon¬ 
nesian  cities,  which  seems  not  probable. 

VOL.  XII.  2 
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executive  head  and  arm.  It  crowned  him  with  a  legal  sanction 
as  keeper  of  the  peace  within  Greece,  and  conqueror  abroad  in 
the  name  of  Greece.  Of  its  other  conditions,  some  are  made 
known  to  us  by  subsequent  complaints  ;  such  conditions  as,  being 
equitable  and  tutelary  towards  the  members  generally,  the  Mace¬ 
donian  chief  found  it  inconvenient  to  observe,  and  speedily  began 
to  violate.  Each  Hellenic  city  was  pronounced,  by  the  first  ar¬ 
ticle  of  the  convention,  to  be  free  and  autonomous.  In  each,  the 
existing  political  constitution  was  recognized  as  it  stood;  all 
other  cities  were  forbidden  to  interfere  with  it,  or  to  second  any 
attack  by  its  hostile  exiles.1  No  new  despot  was  to  be  estab¬ 
lished  ;  no  dispossessed  despot  was  to  be  restored.2 3  Each  city 
became  bound  to  discourage  in  every  other,  as  far  as  possible,  all 
illegal  violence  —  such  as  political  executions,  confiscation,  spoli¬ 
ation,  re-division  of  land  or  abolition  of  debts,  factious  manumis¬ 
sion  of  slaves,  etc.8  To  each  was  guaranteed  freedom  of  naviga¬ 
tion  ;  maritime  capture  was  prohibited,  on  pain  of  enmity  from 
all.4 *  Each  was  forbidden  to  send  armed  vessels  into  the  harbor 
of  any  other,  or  to  build  vessels  or  engage  seamen  there.6 *  By 
each,  an  oath  was  taken  to  observe  these  conditions,  to  declare 
war  against  all  who  violated  them,  and  to  keep  them  inscribed 
on  a  commemorative  column.  Provision  seems  to  have  been 


*  Demosthenes  (or  Pseudo  Demosthenes),  Orat.  xvii.  De  Foedere  Alex 

andrino,  p.  213,  214.  kniTuTrei  fj  owdrjKT/  ei>&i)<;  kv  upxy,  khevdepove;  elvai 
nai  avTovopov<;  Toi )f  —  ’E arl  yap  yeypappevov ,  edv  rive?  rdf  iroKi- 

relaq  rdf  Trap'  knuaroig  ovaac;,  ots  tov c  op/cowf  tov c  tt epl  r^f  elpT/vr/c  ivpvvc av, 
taraTivaum,  TroXeplovi;  elvai  vucn  toic  ryf  elpvvijc  perkxovotv . 

9  Demosthen.  Orat.  de  Foedere  Alex.  p.  213 

3  Demosth.  ib  p.  215. 

*  Demosth.  ib.  p.  217.  korl  yap  dryrrov  kv  ralq  ovvdrjKaig,  ttjv  \ 9dAarra> 

irTieiv  tot)<;  /j.t'TexovTac  r^f  eipr/vriQ,  nai  pr/deva  Kiv’kveiv  avrovg  ppde  nardyeiv 
rrXoiov  prjdevog  tovtuv  kdv  de  tk;  irapu  ravra  t roirj,  noTikpiov  elvai ■  vucn  rotf 

tt/c  eiprjvrp;  perexovoiv . 

*  Demosth.  ib.  p  218,219.  Bohnecke,  in  his  instructive  comments  on 

this  convention  (Forschungen  auf  dem  Gebiete  der  Attischen  Redner,  p. 
623),  has  treated  the  prohibition  here  mentioned  as  if  it  were  one  specialty 
binding  the  Macedonians  not  to  sail  with  armed  ships  into  the  Peiraeus. 
This  undoubtedly  is  the  particular  case  on  which  the  orator  insists  ,  but  I 
conceive  it  to  have  been  only  a  particular  case  under  a  general  prohibitory 
rule. 
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made  for  admitting  any  additional  city1  on  its  subsequent  appli¬ 
cation,  though  it  might  not  have  been  a  party  to  the  original 
contract.  Moreover,  it  appears  that  a  standing  military  force, 
under  Macedonian  orders,  was  provided  to  enforce  observance 
of  the  convention ;  and  that  the  synod  of  deputies  was  contem¬ 
plated  as  likely  to  meet  periodically.2 

Such  was  the  convention,  in  so  far  as  we  know  its  terms, 
agreed  to  by  the  Grecian  deputies  at  Corinth  with  Alexander ; 
but  with  Alexander  at  the  head  of  an  irresistible  army.  He 
proclaimed  it  as  the  “  public  statute  of  the  Greeks,”3  constituting 
a  paramount  obligation,  of  which  he  was  the  enforcer,  binding 
on  all,  and  authorizing  him  to  treat  all  transgressors  as  rebels. 
It  was  set  forth  as  counterpart  of,  and  substitute  for,  the  conven¬ 
tion  of  Antalkidas,  which  we  shall  presently  see  the  officers  of 
Darius  trying  to  revive  against  him  —  the  headship  of  Persia 
against  that  of  Macedonia.  Such  is  the  melancholy  degradation 


1  Arrian,  ii.  1,7;  ii.  2,  4.  Demosth.  de  Foed.  Alex.  p.  213.  Tencdos 
Mitylene,  Antissa,  and  Eresus,  can  hardly  have  been  members  of  the  con¬ 
vention  when  first  sworn. 

*  Demosth.  Orat.  de  Foed.  Alex,  p  215.  earl  ydp  kv  rale  avv&r/Katg  eni - 
(leTieicnDai  t  o  i)  g  cvvedpevovrag  k  a  l  r  o  i>  g  e  n  l  r  y  a  o  t  v  y  <pv~ 
XaKy  reraypevovg,  onog  tv  ralg  noivuvovaatg  noXeat  prj  ylyviovrai 

davaroL  pede  Qvyal  irapd  Tovg  neipevovg  ralg  noXeai  vopovg .  O i  de  ro- 

covtov  deova i  tovtuv  ti  KuXveiv,  hare  Kai  avyKaraaKevd^ovatv,  etc.  (p.  216), 

The  persons  designated  by  ol  de,  and  denounced  throughout  this  oration 
generally,  are,  Alexander  or  the  Macedonian  officers  and  soldiers. 

A  passage  in  Deinarchus  cont.  Demosth.  p.  14,  leads  to  the  supposition, 
that  a  standing  Macedonian  force  was  kept  at  Corinth,  occupying  the  Isth¬ 
mus.  The  Thebans,  however,  declared  against  Macedonia  (in  August  or 
September  335  b.  c.),  and  proceeding  to  besiege  the  Macedonian  garrison 
in  the  Kadmeia,  sent  envoys  to  entreat  aid  from  the  Arcadians.  “  These 
envoys  (says  Deinarchus)  got  with  difficulty  by  sea  to  the  Arcadians  ” — ol 
Kara  #d/l aaaav  pd  \  tg  ufp'iKovTo  npdg  eneivovg.  Whence  should  this  diffi 
culty  arise,  except  from  a  Macedonian  occupation  of  Corinth  ? 

*  Arrian,  i.  16,  10.  tt apd.  rd  noivij  dd^avra  roig  "'E'kXriOLV.  After  the  death 
of  Darius,  Alexander  pronounced  that  the  Grecian  mercenaries  who  had 
been  serving  with  that  prince,  were  highly  criminal  for  having  contravened 
the  general  vote  of  the  Greeks  (tt apd  rd  doypara  rd  'E TiXpvuv),  except  such 
as  had  taken  service  before  that  vote  was  passed,  and  except  the  Sinopeans, 
whom  Alexander  considered  as  subjects  of  Persia  and  not  partakers  rufi 
kwov  tuv  'E/l/l tjvuv  (Arrian,  lii.  23,  15;  iii.  24,  8,  9). 
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of  the  Grecian  world,  that  its  cities  have  no  alternative  except 
to  choose  between  these  two  foreign  potentates  —  or  to  invite 
the  help  of  Darius,  the  most  distant  and  least  dangerous,  whose 
headship  could  hardly  be  more  than  nominal,  against  a  neighbor 
sure  to  be  domineering  and  compressive,  and  likely  enough  to  be 
tyrannical.  Of  the  once  powerful  Hellenic  chiefs  and  competi¬ 
tors  —  Sparta,  Athens,  Thebes  —  under  each  of  whom  the  Gre¬ 
cian  world  had  been  upheld  as  an  independent  and  self-determin¬ 
ing  aggregate,  admitting  the  free  play  of  native  sentiment  and 
character,  under  circumstances  more  or  less  advantageous  —  the 
two  last  are  now  confounded  as  common  units  (one  even  held 
under  garrison)  among  the  subject  allies  of  Alexander ;  while 
Sparta  preserves  only  the  dignity  of  an  isolated  independence. 

It  appears  that  during  the  nine  months  which  succeeded  the 
swearing  of  the  convention,  Alexander  and  his  officers  (after  his 
return  to  Macedonia)  were  active,  both  by  armed  force  and  by 
mission  of  envoys,  in  procuring  new  adhesions  and  in  re-model¬ 
ling  the  governments  of  various  cities  suitably  to  their  own 
views.  Complaints  of  such  aggressions  were  raised  in  the  public 
assembly  of  Athens,  the  only  place  in  Greece  where  any  liberty 
of  discussion  still  survived.  An  oration,  pronounced  by  Demos¬ 
thenes,  Hyperides,  or  one  of  the  contemporary  anti-Macedonian 
politicians  (about  the  spring  or  early  summer  of  335  b.  c.,)1  im¬ 
parts  to  us  some  idea  both  of  the  Macedonian  interventions 
steadily  going  on,  and  of  the  unavailing  remonstrances  raised 
against  them  by  individual  Athenian  citizens.  At  the  time  of 
this  oration,  such  remonstrances  had  already  been  often  repeated. 
They  were  always  met  by  the  macedonizing  Athenians  with 
peremptory  declarations  that  the  convention  must  be  observed. 


1  This  is  the  oration  n epl  tuv  tt pdf  ’ A  /lef avdpov  avv&rjnC)v  already  more 
than  once  alluded  to  above.  Though  standing  among  the  Demosthenic 
works,  it  is  supposed  by  Libanius  as  well  as  by  most  modern  critics  not  to 
be  the  production  of  Demosthenes  —  upon  internal  grounds  of  style,  which 
are  certainly  forcible.  Libanius  says  that  it  bears  much  resemblance  to 
the  style  of  Hyperides.  At  any  rate,  there  seems  no  reason  to  doubt  that 
it  is  a  genuine  oration  of  one  of  the  contemporary  orators.  I  agree  with 
Bohnecke  (Forschungen,  p.  629)  in  thinking  that  it  must  have  been  deliv¬ 
ered  a  few  months  after  the  convention  with  Alexander,  before  tb*  taking 
of  Thebes. 
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But  in  reply,  the  remonstrants  urged,  that  it  was  unfair  to  call 
upon  Athens  for  strict  observance  of  the  convention,  while  the 
Macedonians  and  their  partisans  in  the  various  cities  were  per¬ 
petually  violating  it  for  their  own  profit.  Alexander  and  his 
officers  (affirms  this  orator)  had  never  once  laid  down  their  arms 
since  the  convention  was  settled.  They  had  been  perpetually 
tampering  with  the  governments  of  the  various  cities,  to  promote 
their  own  partisans  to  power.1  In  Messene,  Sikyon,  and  Pel- 
lene,  they  had  subverted  the  popular  constitutions,  banished 
many  citizens,  and  established  friends  of  their  own  as  despots. 
The  Macedonian  force,  destined  as  a  public  guarantee  to  enforce 
the  observance  of  the  convention,  had  been  employed  only  to 
overrule  its  best  conditions,  and  to  arm  the  hands  of  factious 
partisans.2  Thus  Alexander  in  his  capacity  of  Imperator,  disre¬ 
garding  all  the  restraints  of  the  convention,  acted  as  chief  despot 
for  the  maintenance  of  subordinate  despots  in  the  separate  cities.3 
Even  at  Athens,  this  imperial  authority  had  rescinded  sentences 
of  the  dikastery,  and  compelled  the  adoption  of  measures  contrary 
vO  the  laws  and  constitution.4 

At  sea,  the  wrongful  aggressions  of  Alexander  or  his  officers 
had  been  not  less  manifest  than  on  land.  The  convention,  guar¬ 
anteeing  to  all  cities  the  right  of  free  navigation,  distinctly  forbade 
each  to  take  or  detain  vessels  belonging  to  any  other.  Never¬ 
theless  the  Macedonians  had  seized,  in  the  Hellespont,  all  the 
merchantmen  coming  out  with  cargoes  from  the  Euxine,  and 


1  Demosthenes  (or  Pseudo-Demosth.),  Orat.  De  Foedere  Alex.  p.  216. 
QHitu  /lev  tolvvv  fradiug  rd.  07rAa  eTrr/veyKe  6  M aiceSdv,  ware  ovde  naTe&eTo 
WuiroTe,  a) IX’  en  /cat  vvv  ir eptsp^erat  /ca#’  oaov  Svvarai,  etc. 

8  Demosth.  ib.  p.  214,  215. 

3  Demosth.  (or  Pseudo-Demosth.)  Orat.  De  Foedere  Alex.  p.  212,  214 
215,  220,  where  the  orator  speaks  of  Alexander  as  the  rvpavvog  of  Greece. 

The  orator  argues  (p.  213)  that  the  Macedonians  had  recognized  despot¬ 
ism  as  contrary  to  the  convention,  in  so  far  as  to  expel  the  despots  from 
the  towns  of  Antissa  and  Eresus  in  Lesbos.  But  probably  these  despots 
were  in  correspondence  with  the  Persians  on  the  opposite  mainland,  or  with 
Memnon. 

4  Demosth.  ib.  p.  215.  roi)g  <5’  Idiovg  vpLc  vopovc  avayKafcvai  kveiv,  to%% 

fiiv  KEK.pi/j.evovc  kv  roig  diKaorr/ploic  afievre f,  erepa  6't  ira/iirii^r/  roiavra 
&tas>/uevoL  irapavo/xeiv . 
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carried  them  into  Tenedos,  where  they  were  detained,  under  vari¬ 
ous  fraudulent  pretences,  in  spite  of  remonstrances  from  the 
proprietors  and  cities  whose  supply  of  corn  was  thus  intercepted. 
Among  these  sufferers,  Athens  stood  conspicuous ;  since  consum¬ 
ers  of  imported  corn,  ship-owners,  and  merchants,  were  more 
numerous  there  than  elsewhere.  The  Athenians,  addressing 
complaints  and  remonstrances  without  effect,  became  at  length 
so  hicensed,  and  perhaps  uneasy  about  their  provisions,  that  they 
passed  a  decree  to  equip  and  despatch  100  triremes,  appointing 
Menestheus  (son  of  Iphikrates)  admiral.  By  this  strenuous 
manifestation,  the  Macedonians  were  induced  to  release  the 
detained  vessels.  Had  the  detention  been  prolonged,  the  Athe¬ 
nian  fleet  would  have  sailed  to  extort  redress  by  force ;  so  that, 
as  Athens  was  more  than  a  match  for  Macedon  on  sea,  the  mari¬ 
time  empire  of  the  latter  would  have  been  overthrown,  while 
even  on  land  much  encouragement  would  have  been  given  to 
malcontents  against  it.1  Another  incident  had  occurred,  less 
grave  than  this,  yet  still  dwelt  upon  by  the  orator  as  an  infringe¬ 
ment  of  the  convention,  and  as  an  insult  to  Athenians.  Though 
an  express  article  of  the  convention  prohibited  armed  ships  of 
one  city  from  entering  the  harbor  of  another,  still  a  Macedonian 
trireme  had  been  sent  into  Pieraeus  to  ask  permission  that 
smaller  vessels  might  be  built  there  for  Macedonian  account. 
This  was  offensive  to  a  large  proportion  of  Athenians,  not  only 
as  violating  the  convention,  but  as  a  manifest  step  towards 


1  Demosth.  (or  Pseudo -Demosth  )  Orat.  De  Foedere  Alex.  p.  217.  ciq 
tovto  yap  virepotpiaq  fy?l&ov,  wore  elq  Tevedov  anavra  rd  etc  tov  IIovtw 
7r 2,oia  tcaTTjyayov,  teal  OK.Evupovp.evoi  irepl  avrd  ov  tt porepov  depetoav,  irplv 
ipelq  tTpTjcftiGao&e  Tptrjpeiq  etcarov  irTirjpovv  teal  tca&eTuceiv  evx 9i)q  Tore  —  c 
Trap1  Maxiorov  liro'tr/oev  avrotiq  aepatpefir/vat  Aiica'iuq  tt/v  Kara  dd'kaocav 
ijyepoviav. ......  p.  218.  "Ewe  yap  av  etjrj  tuv  Kara  &d?iaooav  teal  po^otq 

uvaptpioftrjTrjTuq  elvai  Kvpiotq  (the  Athenians),  rolq  ye  Kara  yf/v  -rrpdy,  ry 
inapxovoy  dvvupet  korl  7rpoj3oXdq  irepaq  loxvporepaq  evpecr&cu,  etc. 

We  know  that  Alexander  caused  a  squadron  of  ships  to  sail  round  to  and 
up  the  Danube  from  Byzantium  (Arrian,  i.  3,  3),  to  meet  him  after  his 
march  by  land  from  the  southern  coast  of  Thrace.  It  is  not  improbable 
that  the  Athenian  vessels  detained  may  have  come  loaded  with  a  supply  of 
corn,  and  that  the  detention  of  the  corn-ships  may  have  been  intended  tc 
facilitate  this  operation 
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employing  the  nautical  equipments  and  seamen  of  Athens  for 
the  augmentation  of  the  Macedonian  navy.1 

“  Let  those  speakers  who  are  perpetually  admonishing  us  to 
observe  the  convention  (the  orator  contends),  prevail  on  the 
imperial  chief  to  set  the  example  of  observing  it  on  his  part.  1 
too  impress  upon  you  the  like  observance.  To  a  democracy 
nothing  is  more  essential  than  scrupulous  regard  to  equity  and 
justice.2 *  But  the  convention  itself  enjoins  all  its  members  to 
make  war  against  transgressors;  and  pursuant  to  this  article, 
you  ought  to  make  war  against  Macedon.8  Be  assured  that  all 
Greeks  will  see  that  the  war  is  neither  directed  against  them  nor 
brought  on  by  your  fault.4 *  At  this  juncture,  such  a  step  for  the 
maintenance  of  your  own  freedom  as  well  as  Hellenic  freedom 
generally,  will  be  not  less  opportune  and  advantageous  than  it  is 
just.6  The  time  is  come  for  shaking  off  your  disgraceful  submis¬ 
sion  to  others,  and  your  oblivion  of  our  own  past  dignity If 
you  encourage  me,  I  am  prepared  to  make  a  formal  motion— 
To  declare  war  against  the  violators  of  the  convention,  as  the 
convention  itself  directs.”7 

A  formal  motion  for  declaring  war  would  have  brought  upon 


1  Demosth.  (or  Pseudo-Demosth.)  Orat.  De  Foedere  Alex.  p.  219. 

*  Demosth.  ib.  p.  211.  olpai  yap  ovdev  ovtu  roiq  drjpoKparovpEvoiq  irpenetit, 
*  irepl  rb  loov  nal  to  d'usatov  O7rovda&iv0 

I  give  here  the  main  sense,  without  binding  myself  to  the  exact 
phrases. 

*  Demosth.  ib.  p.  213.  ital  yap  £tl  irpoGyeypa-KTai  hv  ralq  ovvdrjuaiq,  note 
ptov  elvat ,  top  EKElva  ansp  'A?i£^avdpoq  noiovvra ,  dndai  Tolq  rijg  EipTjvrjq  not - 
vovovoi,  teal  ttjv  x&pav  avrov ,  nat  oTparevsa&ai  in’1  avrov  anavraq.  Com¬ 
pare  p.  214  init. 

4  Demosth.  ib.  p.  217.  ovdelqvpiv  kyuaXiaet  ttote  ruv  'EMjjwcjv  wf  apa  napi * 
fare  tl  rCiV  notvy  dpoXoyr/^EVTuVy  aAXd  nal  xaptv  ££ovoiv  bn  povot  itjijTi* 
iygare  Toi)q  ravra  iroiovvraq,  etc. 

•  Demosth.  ib.  p.  214.  vvvl  6\  br *  eiq  ravrd  dUaiov  apa  nal  6  naipbq  nai  rd 

oipepspov  ovvdedpaprjuev,  aXXov  apa  Tiva  xpbvov  avapeveire  rf/q  idiaq  kXev- 
•dtpiaq  apa  nai  ryq  tuv  aktev  uvrihaftEodai ; 

•  Demosth.  ib.  p.  220.  ei  apa  ttote  bet  Travoaodai  aloxpuq  trepotq  ukoXov* 
Goiivraq,  dAAu  prjd'  avapvr/o&rivai  prjdepia q  QiTionptaq  tuv  £%  dpxaioraroo 
ual  nXeioTov  nal  pakiara  ndvrorv  uvtipuTTwv  rjpiv  vnapxovGCiv. 

7  Demosth.  (or  Pseudo-Demosth.)  Orat.  De  Foedere  Alex,  id, v  ovv  neXcib 

ire,  ypu4>u,  Kadunep  ai  avv&vKat  keXevovgl,  iroXepEiv  Toiq  napafi efiytccoiv. 
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the  mover  a  prosecution  under  the  Graphs  ParanomOn.  Accord 
ingly,  though  intimating  clearly  that  he  thought  the  actual  junc¬ 
ture  (what  it  was,  we  do  not  know)  suitable,  he  declined  to  incur 
such  responsibility  without  seeing  beforehand  a  manifestation 
of  public  sentiment  sufficient  to  give  him  hopes  of  a  favorable 
verdict  from  the  Dikastery.  The  motion  was  probably  not 
made.  But  a  speech  so  bold,  even  though  not  followed  up  by  a 
motion,  is  in  itself  significant  of  the  state  of  feeling  in  Greece 
during  the  months  immediately  following  the  Alexandrine  con¬ 
vention.  This  harangue  is  only  one  among  many  delivered 
in  the  Athenian  assembly,  complaining  of  Macedonian  supre¬ 
macy  as  exercised  under  the  convention.  It  is  plain  that  the 
acts  of  Macedonian  officers  were  such  as  to  furnish  ample 
ground  for  complaint ;  and  the  detention  of  all  the  trading  ships 
coming  out  of  the  Euxine,  shows  us  that  even  the  subsistence  of 
Athens  and  the  islands  had  become  more  or  less  endangered. 
Though  the  Athenians  resorted  to  no  armed  interference,  their 
assembly  at  least  afforded  a  theatre  where  public  protest  could 
be  raised  and  public  sympathy  manifested. 

It  is  probable  too  that  at  this  time  Demosthenes  and  the  other 
anti-Macedonian  speakers  were  encouraged  by  assurances  and 
subsidies  from  Persia.  Though  the  death  of  Philip,  and  the 
accession  of  an  untried  youth  of  twenty,  had  led  Darius  to 
believe  for  the  moment  that  all  danger  of  Asiatic  invasion  was 
past,  yet  his  apprehensions  were  now  revived  by  Alexander’s 
manifested  energy,  and  by  the  renewal  of  the  Grecian  league 
under  his  supremacy.1  It  was  apparently  during  the  spring  of 
335  Bo  c.,  that  Darius  sent  money  to  sustain  the  anti-Macedo¬ 
nian  party  at  Athens  and  elsewhere.  Aeschines  affirms,  and 
Deinarchus  afterwards  repeats  (both  of  them  orators  hostile  to 
Demonthenes)  —  That  about  this  time,  Darius  sent  to  Athens 
800  talents,  which  the  Athenian  people  refused,  but  which 
Demosthenes  took,  reserving  however  70  talents  out  of  the  sum 
for  his  own  private  purse :  That  public  inquiry  was  afterwards 
instituted  on  the  subject.  Yet  nothing  is  alleged  as  having  been 
made  out  ;2  at  least  Demosthenes  was  neither  condemned,  nor 


‘  Diodorus,  xvii.  7. 

*  JEschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  634  ;  Deinarchus  adv.  Demosth.  8  11-19.  pi 
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even  brought  (as  far  as  appears)  to  any  formal  trial.  Out  of 
euch  data  we  can  elicit  no  specific  fact.  But  they  warrant  the 
general  conclusion,  that  Darius,  or  the  satraps  in  Asia  Minor, 
sent  money  to  Athens  in  the  spring  of  335  b.  c.,  and  letters  or 
emissaries  to  excite  hostilities  against  Alexander. 

That  Demosthenes,  and  probably  'Hher  leading  orators,  re¬ 
ceived  such  remittances  from  Persia,  is  no  evidence  of  that  per¬ 
sonal  corruption  which  is  imputed  to  them  by  their  enemies.  It 
is  no  way  proved  that  Demosthenes  applied  the  money  to  bis 
own  private  purposes.  To  receive  and  expend  it  in  trying  to 
organize  combinations  for  the  enfranchisement  of  Greece,  was  a 
proceeding  which  he  would  avow  as  not  only  legitimate  but 
patriotic.  It  was  aid  obtained  from  one  foreign  prince  to  enable 
Hellas  to  throw  off  the  worse  dominion  of  another.  At  this’ mo¬ 
ment,  the  political  interests  of  Persia  coincided  with  that  of  all 
Greeks  who  aspired  to  freedom.  Darius  had  no  chance  of  be¬ 
coming  master  of  Greece ;  but  his  own  security  prescribed  to 
him  to  protect  her  from  being  made  an  appendage  of  the  Mace¬ 
donian  kingdom,  and  his  means  of  doing  so  were  at  this  moment 
ample,  had  they  been  efficaciously  put  forth.  Now  the  purpose 
of  a  Greek  patriot  would  be  to  preserve  the  integrity  and  auto¬ 
nomy  of  the  Hellenic  world  against  all  foreign  interference.  To 
invoke  the  aid  of  Persia  against  Hellenic  enemies,  —  as  Sparta 
had  done  both  in  the  Peloponnesian  war  and  at  the  peace  of  An- 
talkidas,  and  as  Thebes  and  Athens  had  followed  her  example 
in  doing  afterwards  —  was  an  unwarrantable  proceeding ;  but  to 
invoke  the  same  aid  against  the  dominion  of  another  foreigner, 
at  once  nearer  and  more  formidable,  was  open  to  no  blame  on 
the  score  either  of  patriotism  or  policy.  Demosthenes  had 
vainly  urged  his  countrymen  to  act  with  energy  against  Philip!, 


9-14.  It  is  Aeschines  who  states  that  the  300  talents  were  sent  to  tho 
Athenian  people,  and  refused  by  them. 

Three  years  later,  after  the  battle  of  Issas,  Alexander  in  his  letter  to  Da* 
rius  accuses  that  prince  of  having  sent  both  letters  and  money  into  Greece, 
for  the  purpose  of  exciting  war  against  him.  Alexander  states  that  th8 
Lacedemonians  accepted  the  money,  but  that  all  the  other  Grecian  cities 
refused  it  (Arrian,  ii.  14,  9).  There  is  no  reason  to  doubt  these  facts ;  bat 
I  find  nothing  identifying  the  precise  point  of  time  to  which  Alexander 
alludes. 
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at  a  time  when  they  might  by  their  own  efforts  have  upheld  the 
existing  autonomy  both  for  Athens  and  for  Greece  generally 
He  now  seconded  or  invited  Darius,  at  a  time  when  Greece  sin- 
gle-handed  had  become  incompetent  to  the  struggle  against 
Alexander,  the  common  enemy  both  of  Grecian  liberty  and  of 
the  Persian  empire.  Unfortunately  for  Athens  as  well  as  for 
himself,  Darius,  with  full  means  of  resistance  in  his  hands,  played 
his  game  against  Alexander  even  with  more  stupidity  and  im¬ 
providence  than  Athens  had  played  hers  against  Philip. 

While  such  were  the  aggressions  of  Macedonian  officers  in  the 
exercise  of  their  new  imperial  authority,  throughout  Greece  and 
the  islands  —  and  such  the  growing  manifestations  of  repugnance 
to  it  at  Athens  —  Alexander  had  returned  home  to  push  the  pre¬ 
parations  for  his  Persian  campaign.  He  did  not  however  think 
It  prudent  to  transport  his  main  force  into  Asia,  until  he  had 
made  his  power  and  personal  ascendency  felt  by  the  Macedonian 
dependencies,  westward,  northward,  and  north-eastward  of  Pella 
—  Illyrians,  Paeonians,  and  Thracians.  Under  these  general 
names  were  comprised  a  number1  of  distinct  tribes,  or  nations, 
warlike  and  for  the  most  part  predatory.  Having  remained  un¬ 
conquered  until  the  victories  of  Philip,  they  were  not  kept  in 
subjection  even  by  him  without  difficulty :  nor  were  they  at  all 
likely  to  obey  his  youthful  successor,  until  they  had  seen  some 
sensible  evidence  of  his  personal  energy. 

Accordingly,  in  the  spring,  Alexander  put  himself  at  the  head 
of  a  large  force,  and  marched  in  an  easterly  direction  from  Am* * 
phipolis,  through  the  narrow  Sapaean  pass  between  Philippi  and 
the  sea.2  In  ten  days’  march  he  reached  the  difficult  mountain 
path  over  which  alone  he  could  cross  Mount  Haemus  (Balkan.) 
Here  he  found  a  body  of  the  free  Thracians  and  of  armed  mer¬ 
chants  of  the  country,  assembled  to  oppose  his  progress ;  posted 


1  Strabo  speaks  of  the  Thracian  edvr/  as  twenty-two  in  number,  capable 
of  sending  out  200,000  foot,  and  15,000  horses  (Strabo,  vii.  Fragm.  Vatic 
48). 

•  Strabo,  vii.  p.  331  (Fragm.);  Arrian,  i.  1,  6;  Appian,  Bell.  Civil,  iv 
87,  105,  106.  Appian  gives  (iv.  103)  a  good  general  description  of  thf 
almost  impassable  and  trackless  country  to  the  north  and  north-east  of 
Philippi. 
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on  the  high  ground  with  waggons  in  their  front,  which  it  was 
their  purpose  to  roll  down  the  steep  declivity  against  the  advanc¬ 
ing  ranks  of  the  Macedonians.  Alexander  eluded  this  danger 
by  ordering  his  soldiers  either  to  open  their  ranks,  so  as  to  let 
the  waggons  go  through  freely  —  or  where  there  was  no  room 
for  such  loose  array,  to  throw  themselves  on  the  ground  with 
their  shields  closely  packed  together  and  slanting  over  their  ’bod¬ 
ies  ;  so  that  the  waggons,  dashing  down  the  steep  and  coming 
against  the  shields,  were  carried  off  the  ground,  and  made  to 
bound  over  the  bodies  of  the  men  to  the  space  below.  All  the 
waggons  rolled  down  without  killing  a  single  man.  The  Thra¬ 
cians,  badly  armed,  were  then  easily  dispersed  by  the  Macedon¬ 
ian  attack,  with  the  loss  of  1500  men  killed,  and  all  their  women 
and  children  made  prisoners.1  The  captives  and  plunder  were 
sent  back  under  an  escort  to  be  sold  at  the  seaports. 

Having  thus  forced  the  mountain  road,  Alexander  led  his 
army  over  the  chain  of  Mount  Haemus,  and  marched  against  the 
TribaUi :  a  powerful  Thracian  tribe,  —  extending  (as  far  as  can 
be  determined)  from  the  plain  of  Kossovo  in  modern  Servia 
northward  towards  the  Danube,  —  whom  Philip  had  conquered, 
yet  not  without  considerable  resistance  and  even  occasional  de¬ 
feat.  Their  prince  Syrmus  had  already  retired  with  the  women 
and  children  of  the  tribe  into  an  island  of  the  Danube  called 
Peuke,  where  many  other  Thracians  had  also  sought  shelter. 
The  main  force  of  the  Triballi  took  post  in  woody  ground  on  the 
banks  of  the  river  Zyginus,  about  three  days’  march  from  the 
Danube.  Being  tempted  however,  by  an  annoyance  from  the 
Macedonian  light-armed,  to  emerge  from  their  covered  position 
into  the  open  plain,  they  were  here  attacked  by  Alexander  with 
his  cavalry  and  infantry,  in  close  combat,  and  completely  de¬ 
feated.  Three  thousand  of  them  were  slain,  but  the  rest  mostly 


1  Arrian,  i.  ],  12,  17.  The  precise  locality  of  that  steep  road  whereby 
Alexander  crossed  the  Balkan,  cannot  be  determined.  Baron  von  Moltke, 
in  his  account  of  the  Russian  campaign  in  Bulgaria  (1828-1829),  gives  an 
enumeration  of  four  roads,  passable  by  an  army,  crossing  this  chain  from 
north  to  south  (see  chap  i.  of  that  work)  But  whether  Alexander  passed 
by  any  one  of  these  four,  or  by  some  other  road  still  more  to  the  west,  we 
eannot  tell. 
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eluded  pursuit  by  means  of  the  wood,  so  that  they  lost  few  pris¬ 
oners.  The  loss  of  the  Macedonians  was  only  eleven  horsemen 
and  forty  foot  slain ;  according  to  the  statement  of  Ptolemy,  son 
of  Lagus,  then  one  of  Alexander’s  confidential  officers,  and  after¬ 
wards  founder  of  the  dynasty  of  Greco-Egyptian  kings.1 

Three  days’  march,  from  the  scene  of  action,  brought  Alexan 
der  to  the  Danube,  where  he  found  some  armed  ships  which  had 
been  previously  ordered  to  sail  (probably  with  stores  of  provis¬ 
ion)  from  Byzantium  round  by  the  Euxine  and  up  the  river. 
He  first  employed  these  ships  in  trying  to  land  a  body  of  troops 
on  the  island  of  Peuke ;  but  his  attempt  was  frustrated  by  the 
steep  banks,  the  rapid  stream,  and  the  resolute  front  of  the  de¬ 
fenders  on  shore.  To  compensate  for  this  disappointment,  Alex¬ 
ander  resolved  to  make  a  display  of  his  strength  by  crossing  the 
Danube  and  attacking  the  Getae ;  tribes,  chiefly  horsemen  armed 
with  bows,2  analogous  to  the  Thracians  in  habits  and  language. 
They  occupied  the  left  bank  of  the  river,  from  which  their  town 
was  about  four  miles  distant.  The  terror  of  the  Macedonian 
successes  had  brought  together  a  body  of  4000  Getae,  visible 
from  the  opposite  shore,  to  resist  any  crossing.  Accordingly 
Alexander  got  together  a  quantity  of  the  rude  boats  (hollowed 
out  of  a  single  trunk)  employed  for  transport  on  the  river,  and 
caused  the  tent-skins  of  the  army  to  be  stuffed  with  hay  in  order 
to  support  rafts.  He  then  put  himself  on  shipboard  during  the 
night,  and  contrived  to  carry  across  the  river  a  body  of  4000  in¬ 
fantry,  and  1500  cavalry;  landing  on  a  part  of  the  bank  where 
there  was  high  standing  wheat  and  no  enemy’s  post.  The  Getae, 
intimidated  not  less  by  this  successful  passage  than  by  the  excel¬ 
lent  array  of  Alexander’s  army,  hardly  stayed  to  sustain  a  charge 
of  cavalry,  but  hastened  to  abandon  their  poorly  fortified  town  and 
retire  farther  away  from  the  river.  Entering  the  town  without 
resistance,  he  destroyed  it,  carried  away  such  movables  as  he 
found,  and  then  returned  to  the  river  without  delay.  Before  he 
quitted  the  northern  bank,  he  offered  sacrifice  to  Zeus  the  Pre¬ 
server —  to  Herakles  —  and  to  the  god  Ister  (Danube)  himself, 
Whom  he  thanked  for  having  shown  himself  not  impassable.®  On 


1  Arrian,  i.  2. 

•  Arrian,  i.  4,  2-7. 


*  Strabo,  vii.  p.  303. 
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the  very  same  day,  he  recrossed  the  river  to  his  camp ;  after  an 
empty  demonstration  of  force,  intended  to  prove  that  he  could  do 
what  neither  his  father  nor  any  Grecian  army  had  ever  yet  done, 
and  what  every  one  deemed  impossible  —  crossing  the  greatest 
of  all  known  rivers  without  a  bridge  and  in  the  face  of  an 
enemy.1 


'  Neither  the  point  where  Alexander  crossed  the  Danube,  —  nor  the  sit¬ 
uation  of  the  island  called  Peuke,  —  nor  the  identity  of  the  river  Lygi- 
nus  —  nor  the  part  of  Mount  Haemus  which  Alexander  forced  his  way 
over — can  be  determined.  The  data  given  by  Arrian  are  too  brief  and 
too  meagre,  to  make  out  with  assurance  any  part  of  his  march  after  he 
crossed  the  Nestus.  The  facts  reported  by  the  historian  represent  only  a 
small  portion  of  what  Alexander  really  did  in  this  expedition. 

It  seems  clear,  however,  that  the  main  purpose  of  Alexander  was  to 
attack  and  humble  the  Triballi.  Their  locality  is  known  generally  as  the 
region  where  the  modern  Servia  joins  Bulgaria.  They  reached  eastward 
(in  the  times  of  Thucydides,  ii.  96)  as  far  as  the  river  Oskius  or  Isker, 
which  crosses  the  chain  of  Haemus  from  south  to  north,  passes  by  the  mod 
em  city  of  Sophia,  and  falls  into  the  Danube.  Now  Alexander,  in  order  to 
conduct  his  army  from  the  eastern  bank  of  the  river  Nestus,  near  its  mouth, 
to  the  country  of  the  Triballi,  would  naturally  pass  through  Philippopolis, 
which  city  appears  to  have  been  founded  by  his  father  Philip,  and  there¬ 
fore  probably  had  a  regular  road  of  communication  to  the  maritime 
regions.  (See  Stephanus  Byz.  v.  QnTunnoTcoTus.)  Alexander  would  cross 
Mount  Haemus,  then,  somewhere  north-west  of  Philippopolis.  We  read  in 
the  year  376  b.  c.  (Diodor.  xv.  36)  of  an  invasion  of  Abdera  by  the 
Triballi;  which  shows  that  there  was  a  road,  not  unfit  for  an  army, 
from  their  territory  to  the  eastern  side  of  the  mouth  of  the  river  Nestus, 
where  Abdera  was  situated.  This  was  the  road  which  Alexander  is  likely 
to  have  followed.  But  he  must  probably  have  made  a  considerable  circuit 
to  the  eastward ;  for  the  route  which  Paul  Lucas  describes  himself  as 
having  taken  direct  from  Philippopolis  to  Drama,  can  hardly  have  been  fit 
for  an  army. 

The  river  Lyginus  may  perhaps  be  the  modern  Isker,  but  this  is  not  cer¬ 
tain.  The  Island  called  Peuke  is  still  more  perplexing.  Strabo  speaks  of 
it  as  if  it  were  near  the  mouth  of  the  Danube  (vii.  p.  301-305).  But  it 
seems  impossible  that  either  the  range  of  the  Triballi,  or  the  march  of  Al¬ 
exander,  can  have  extended  so  far  eastward.  Since  Strabo  (as  well  as  Ar¬ 
rian)  copied  Alexander’s  march  from  Ptolemy,  whose  authority  is  very 
good,  we  are  compelled  to  suppose  that  there  was  a  second  island  called 
Peuke  higher  up  the  river. 

The  Geography  of  Thrace  is  so  little  known,  that  we  cannot  wonder  at 
our  inability  to  identify  these  places.  We  are  acquainted,  and  that  but  im¬ 
perfectly,  with  the  two  high  roads,  both  starting  from  Byzantium  or  Cot* 
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The  terror  spread  by  Alexander’s  military  operations  was  so 
great,  that  not  only  the  Triballi,  but  the  other  autonomous  Thrar 
cians  around,  sent  envoys  tendering  presents  or  tribute,  and  soli¬ 
citing  peace.  Alexander  granted  their  request.  His  mind  being 
bent  upon  war  with  Asia,  he  was  satisfied  with  having  intimi 
Jated  these  tribes  so  as  to  deter  them  from  rising  during  his  ab¬ 
sence.  What  conditions  he  imposed,  we  do  not  know,  but  he  ac¬ 
cepted  the  presents.1 

While  these  applications  from  the  Thracians  were  under  de¬ 
bate,  envoys  arrived  from  a  tribe  of  Gauls  occupying  a  distant 
mountainous  region  westward  towards  the  Ionic  Gulf.  Though 
strangers  to  Alexander,  they  had  heard  so  much  of  the  recent 


stantinople-  1.  The  one  (called  the  King’s  Road,  from  having  been  in 
part  the  march  of  Xerxes  in  his  invasion  of  Greece,  Livy,  xxxix.  27 ;  He* 
rodot.  vii.  115)  crossing  the  Hebrus  and  the  Nestus,  touching  the  northern 
coast  of  the  Aegean  Sea  at  Neapolis,  a  little  south  of  Philippi,  then  cross¬ 
ing  the  Strymon  at  Amphipolis,  and  stretching  through  Pella  across  Inner 
Macedonia  and  Illyria  to  Dyrrachium  (the  Via  Egnatia).  2.  The  othei, 
taking  a  more  northerly  course,  passing  along  the  upper  valley  of  the  He¬ 
brus  from  Adrianople  to  Philippopolis,  then  through  Sardicia  (Sophia)  and 
Naissus  (Nisch),  to  the  Danube  near  Belgrade;  being  the  high  road  now 
followed  from  Constantinople  to  Belgrade. 

But  apart  from  these  two  roads,  scarcely  anything  whatever  is  known  of 
the  country.  Especially  the  mountainous  region  of  Rhodope,  bounded  on 
the  west  by  the  Strymon,  on  the  north  and  east  by  the  Hebrus,  and  on  the 
south  by  the  iEgean,  is  a  Terra  Incognita,  except  the  few  Grecian  colo¬ 
nies  on  the  coast.  Very  few  travellers  have  passed  along,  or  described  the 
southern  or  King’s  Road,  while  the  region  in  the  interior,  apart  from  the 
high  road,  was  absolutely  unexplored  until  the  visit  of  M.  Viquesnel  in 
1847,  under  scientific  mission  from  the  French  government.  The  brief,  but 
interesting  account,  composed  by  M  Viquesnel,  of  this  rugged  and  imprac¬ 
ticable  district,  is  contained  in  the  “Archives  des  Missions  Scientifiques  et 
Litteraires,”  for  1850,  published  at  Paris.  Unfortunately,  the  map  intended 
to  accompany  that  account  has  not  yet  been  prepared  ;  but  the  published 
data,  as  far  as  they  go,  have  been  employed  by  Kiepert  in  constructing  his 
recent  map  of  Turkey  in  Europe ,  the  best  map  of  these  regions  now  exist 
ing,  though  still  very  imperfect.  The  Illustrations  (Erlaiiterungen)  annex¬ 
ed  by  Kiepert  to  his  map  of  Turkey,  show  the  defective  data  on  which  th« 
chartography  of  this  country  is  founded.  Until  the  survey  of  M.  Viques 
nel,  the  higher  part  of  the  course  of  the  Strymon,  and  nearly  all  the  course 
of  the  Nestus,  may  be  said  to  have  been  wholly  unknown. 

1  Arrian,  i.  4,  5 ,  Strabo,  vii.  p.  301. 
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exploits,  that  they  came  with  demands  to  be  admitted  to  his 
friendship.  They  were  distinguished  both  for  tall  stature  and 
for  boastful  language.  Alexander  readily  exchanged  with  them 
assurances  of  alliance.  Entertaining  them  at  a  feast,  he  asked, 
in  the  course  of  conversation,  what  it  was  that  they  were  most 
afraid  of,  among  human  contingencies  ?  They  replied,  that  they 
feared  no  man,  nor  any  danger,  except  only,  lest  the  heaven 
should  fall  upon  them.  Their  answer  disappointed  Alexander, 
who  had  expected  that  they  would  name  him,  as  the  person  of 
whom  they  were  most  afraid ;  so  prodigious  was  his  conceit  of 
his  own  exploits.  He  observed  to  his  friends  that  these  Gauls 
were  swaggerers.  Yet  if  we  attend  to  the  sentiment  rather  than 
the  language,  we  shall  see  that  such  an  epithet  applies  with  equal 
or  greater  propriety  to  Alexander  himself.  The  anecdote  is 
chiefly  interesting  as  it  proves  at  how  early  an  age  the  exorbi¬ 
tant  self-esteem,  which  we  shall  hereafter  find  him  manifesting, 
began.  That  after  the  battle  of  Issus  he  should  fancy  himself 
superhuman,  we  can  hardly  be  astonished ;  but  he  was  as  yet 
only  in  the  first  year  of  his  reign,  and  had  accomplished  nothing 
beyond  his  march  into  Thrace  and  his  victory  over  the  Triballi. 

After  arranging  these  matters,  he  marched  in  a  south-westerly 
direction  into  the  territory  of  the  Agrianes  and  the  other  Paeon- 
ians,  between  the  rivers  Strymon  and  Axius  in  the  highest  por¬ 
tion  of  their  course.  Here  he  was  met  by  a  body  of  Agrianes 
under  their  prince  Langarus,  who  had  already  contracted  a  per¬ 
sonal  friendship  for  him  at  Pella  before  Philip’s  death.  News 
came  that  the  Illyrian  Kleitus,  son  of  Bardylis,  who  had  been 
subdued  by  Philip,  had  revolted  at  Pelion  (a  strong  post  south 
of  lake  Lychnidus,  on  the  west  side  of  the  chain  of  Skardus  and 
Pindus,  near  the  place  where  that  chain  is  broken  by  the  cleft 
called  the  Klissura  of  Tzangon  or  Devol1)  —  and  that  the  west¬ 
ern  Illyrians,  called  Taulantii,  under  their  prince  Glaukias,  were 
on  the  march  to  assist  him.  Accordingly  Alexander  proceeded 
thither  forthwith,  leaving  Langarus  to  deal  with  the  Illyrian 
tribe  Autariatae,  who  had  threatened  to  oppose  his  progress.  He 


1  For  the  situation  of  Pelion,  compare  Livy,  xxxi.  33,  34,  and  the 
remarks  of  Colonel  Leake,  Travels  in  Northern  Greece,  vol.  ni.  ch.  28.  p 
310-324 
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marched  along  the  bank  and  up  the  course  of  the  Erigon,  from  a 
point  near  where  it  joins  the  Axius.1  On  approaching  Pelion, 
he  found  the  Illyrians  posted  in  front  of  the  town  and  on  the 
heights  around,  awaiting  the  arrival  of  Glaukias  their  promised 
ally.  While  Alexander  was  making  his  dispositions  for  attack, 
they  offered  their  sacrifices  to  the  gods :  the  victims  being  three 
boys,  three  girls,  and  three  black  rams.  At  first  they  stepped 
boldly  forward  to  meet  him,  but  before  coming  to  close  quarters, 
they  turned  and  fled  into  the  town  with  such  haste  that  the  slain 
victims  were  left  lying  on  the  spot.2  Having  thus  driven  in  the 
defenders,  Alexander  was  preparing  to  draw  a  wall  of  circum- 
vallation  round  the  Pelion,  when  he  was  interrupted  by  the  arri¬ 
val  of  Glaukias  with  so  large  a  force  as  to  compel  him  to  aban 
don  the  project.  A  body  of  cavalry,  sent  out  from  the  Macedon¬ 
ian  camp  under  Philotas  to  forage,  were  in  danger  of  being  cut 
off  by  Glaukias,  and  were  only  rescued  by  the  arrival  of  Alex¬ 
ander  himself  with  a  reinforcement.  In  the  face  of  this  superior 
force,  it  was  necessary  to  bring  off  the  Macedonian  army,  through 
a  narrow  line  of  road  along  the  river  Eordaikus,  where  in  some 
places  there  was  only  room  for  four  abreast,  with  hill  or  marsh 
everywhere  around.  By  a  series  of  bold  and  skilful  manoeuvres, 
and  by  effective  employment  of  his  battering-train  or  projectile 
machines  to  protect  the  rear-guard,  Alexander  completely  baffled 


1  Assuming  Alexander  to  have  been  in  the  Territory  of  the  Triballi,  the 
modern  Servia,  he  would  in  this  march  follow  mainly  the  road  which  is 
now  frequented  between  Belgrade  and  Bitolia;  through  the  plain  of  Kos- 
60vo,  Pristina,  Katschanik  (rounding  on  the  north  eastern  side  the  Ljuba- 
trin,  the  north-eastern  promontory  terminating  the  chain  of  Skardus), 
Uschkub,  Kuprili,  along  the  higher  course  of  the  Axius  or  Vardar,  until 
the  point  where  the  Erigon  or  Tscherna  joins  that  river  below  Kuprili. 
Here  he  would  be  among  the  Paeonians  and  Agrianes,  on  the  east  —  and 
the  Dardani  and  Autariatae,  seemingly  on  the  north  and  west.  If  he  then 
followed  the  course  of  the  Erigon,  he  would  pass  through  the  portions  of 
Macedonia  then  called  Deuripia  and  Pelagonia .  he  would  go  between  the 
ridges  of  the  mountains,  through  which  the  Erigon  breaks,  called  Nidje  on 
the  south,  and  Babuna  on  the  north.  He  would  pass  afterwards  to  Fiorina, 
and  not  to  Bitolia. 

See  Kiepert’s  map  of  these  regions  —  a  portion  of  his  recent  map  of  Tot- 
key  in  Europe  —  and  Griesbach’s  description  of  the  general  track. 

*  Arrian,  i.  5.  12. 
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the  enemy,  and  brought  off  his  army  without  loss.1  Moreover 
these  Illyrians,  who  had  not  known  how  to  make  use  of  such  ad¬ 
vantages  of  position,  abandoned  themselves  to  disorder  as  soon 
as  their  enemy  had  retreated,  neglecting  all  precautions  for  the 
safety  of  their  camp.  Apprised  of  this  carelessness,  Alexander 
made  a  forced  night-march  back,  at  the  head  of  his  Agrianian 
division  and  light  troops  supported  by  the  remaining  army.  He 
surprised  the  Illyrians  in  their  camp  before  daylight.  The  suc¬ 
cess  of  this  attack  against  a  sleeping  and  unguarded  army  was  so 
complete,  that  the  Illyrians  fled  at  once  without  resistance. 
Many  were  slain  or  taken  prisoners ;  the  rest,  throwing  away 
their  arms,  hurried  away  homeward,  pursued  by  Alexander  for 
a  considerable  distance.  The  Illyrian  prince  Kleitus  was  forced 
to  evacuate  Pelion,  which  place  he  burned,  and  then  retired  into 
the  territory  of  Glaukias.2 

Just  as  Alexander  had  completed  this  victory  over  Kleitus 
and  the  Taulantian  auxiliaries,  and  before  he  had  returned  home, 
news  reached  him  of  a  menacing  character.  The  Thebans  had 
declared  themselves  independent  of  him,  and  were  besieging  his 
garrison  in  the  Kadmeia. 

Of  this  event,  alike  important  and  disastrous  to  those  who 
stood  forward,  the  immediate  entecedents  are  very  imperfectly 
known  to  us.  It  has  already  been  remarked  that  the  vote  of 
submission  on  the  part  of  the  Greeks  to  Alexander  as  Imperator, 
during  the  preceding  autumn,  had  been  passed  only  under  the 
intimidation  of  a  present  Macedonian  force.  Though  the  Spar¬ 
tans  alone  had  courage  to  proclaim  their  dissent,  the  Athenians, 
Arcadians,  JEtolians,  and  others,  were  well  known  even  to  Alex¬ 
ander  himself,  as  ready  to  do  the  like  on  any  serious  reverse  to 
the  Macedonian  arms.8  Moreover  the  energy  and  ability  dis¬ 
played  by  Alexander  had  taught  the  Persian  king  that  all  dan¬ 
ger  to  himself  was  not  removed  by  the  death  of  Philip,  and 
induced  him  either  to  send,  or  to  promise,  pecuniary  aid  to  the 
anti-Macedonian  Greeks.  We  have  already  noticed  the  mani¬ 
festation  of  anti-Macedonian  sentiment  at  Athens  —  proclaimed 
by  several  of  the  most  eminent  orators  —  Demosthenes,  Lykur- 


‘  Arrian,  i.  6,  3-18. 
3  Arrian,  i.  7,  5. 


*  Arrian,  i.  £  19-22. 
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gus,  Hype  rides,  and  others ;  as  well  as  by  active  military  men 
like  Charidemus  and  Ephialtes,1  who  probably  spoke  out  more 
boldly  when  Alexander  was  absent  on  the  Danube.  In  other 
cities,  the  same  sentiment  doubtless  found  advocates,  though  less 
distinguished ;  but  at  Thebes,  where  it  could  not  be  openly  pro¬ 
claimed,  it  prevailed  with  the  greatest  force.2  The  Thebans 
suffered  an  oppression  from  which  most  of  the  other  cities  were 
free  —  the  presence  of  a  Macedonian  garrison  in  their  citadel ; 
just  as  they  had  endured,  fifty  years  before,  the  curb  of  a  Spar¬ 
tan  garrison  after  the  fraud  of  Phcebidas  and  Leontiades.  In 
this  case,  as  in  the  former,  the  effect  was  to  arm  the  macedoniz- 
ing  leaders  with  absolute  power  over  their  fellow-citizens,  and  to 
inflict  upon  the  latter  not  merely  the  public  mischief  of  extin¬ 
guishing  all  free  speech,  but  also  multiplied  individual  insults 
and  injuries,  prompted  by  the  lust  and  rapacity  of  rulers,  foreign 
as  well  as  domestic.3  A  number  of  Theban  citizens,  among 
them  the  freest  and  boldest  spirits,  were  in  exile  at  Athens, 
receiving  from  the  public  indeed  nothing  beyond  a  safe  home, 
but  secretly  encouraged  to  hope  for  better  things  by  Demosthenes 
and  the  other  anti-Macedonian  leaders.4  In  like  manner,  fifty 
years  before,  it  was  at  Athens,  and  from  private  Athenian  citi¬ 
zens,  that  the  Thebans  Pelopidas  and  Mellon  had  found  that 
sympathy  which  enabled  them  to  organize  their  daring  conspi¬ 
racy  for  rescuing  Thebes  from  the  Spartans.  That  enterprise, 


1  A£lian,  V.  H.  xii.  57. 

2  Demades,  vtt  ip  rr/c  dwde/catnaf,  s.  14.  Qrj^aloi  <Je  peytorov  d%ov  deff- 

fidv  Tj)v  tuv  M a/cedovov  (ppovpdv,  v<p ’  ov  pdvov  rdf  x£LPa f  csvvedt&rjoav^ 
aXXa  nal  TTjv  napftrjcnav  azprjprjVTo . 

3  The  Thebans,  in  setting  forth  their  complaints  to  the  Arcadians,  stat 
ed  —  on  ov  rrjv  irpbg  tovi;  "E 'AXt/vag  <piXlav  QqflaioL  dtaXvoat  fiovAopevoi, 
rolq  irpaypaoiv  irraveoTT/oav ,  ovd'  kvavnov  tuv  'E XXtjvuv  ovdiv  npa£ovTC(t 
a  A  Ad  r  d  irap'  ad  to  i  f  vtt  b  Ttbv  Man  ed  ov  uv  iv  r  rj  it  6  A  e  i 
ytvopeva  tpepeiv  ovueri  dvvapevot ,  ovde  r  r]  v  dovAeiav 
inopeveiv,  ov  d  i  rag  v  ft  p  e  i  f  d  p  g  v  rdf  el  f  rd  iAevOepa 
c  d)  p  a  t  a  yivopevag. 

See  Demades  irepl  rrjq  dudeKaerias,  s.  13,  the  speech  of  Cleadas,  Justin, 
xi.  4  ;  and  (Deinarchus  cont.  Demosth.  s.  20)  compare  Livy,  xxxix.  27  — 
about  the  working  of  the  Macedonian  garrison  at  Maroneia,  in  the  tim.9  of 
Philip  son  of  Demetrius. 

4  Demades  nepl  rift  faxiacaerlac,  Fragm.  ad  fin. 
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admired  throughout  Greece  as  alike  adventurous,  skilful,  and 
heroic,  was  the  model  present  to  the  imagination  of  the  Theban 
exiles,  to  be  copied  if  any  tolerable  opportunity  occurred. 

Such  was  the  feeling  in  Greece,  during  the  long  absence  of 
Alexander  on  his  march  into  Thrace  and  Illyria ;  a  period  of 
four  or  five  months,  ending  at  August  335  b.  c.  Not  only  was 
Alexander  thus  long  absent,  but  he  sent  home  no  reports  of  his 
proceedings.  Couriers  were  likely  enough  to  be  intercepted 
among  the  mountains  and  robbers  of  Thrace ;  and  even  if  they 
reached  Pella,  their  despatches  were  not  publicly  read,  as  such 
communications  would  have  been  read  to  the  Athenian  assembly. 
Accordingly  we  are  not  surprised  to  hear  that  rumors  arose  of 
his  having  been  defeated  and  slain.  Among  these  reports,  both 
multiplied  and  confident,  one  was  even  certified  by  a  liar  who 
pretended  to  have  just  arrived  from  Thrace,  to  have  been  an 
eye-witness  of  the  fact,  and  to  have  been  himself  wounded  in  the 
action  against  the  Tribalii,  where  Alexander  had  perished.1 
This  welcome  news,  not  fabricated,  but  too  hastily  credited,  by 
Demosthenes  and  Lykurgus,2  was  announced  to  the  Athenian 
assembly.  In  spit£  of  doubts  expressed  by  Demades  and  Pho- 
kion,  it  was  believed  not  only  by  the  Athenians  and  the  Theban 
exiles  there  present,  but  also  by  the  Arcadians,  Eleians,  iEtoliana 
and  other  Greeks.  For  a  considerable  time,  through  the  absence 


1  Arrian,  i.  7,  3  Kat  yap  nal  tto?iv<;  6  Tioyot ;  (of  the  death  of  Alexander) 
teal  n apd  irohXuv  tyoira,  on  re  xP^vov  enrr/v  ovk  o?uyov  nal  on  ovdepua  ay - 
yeXia  7 rap’  avrov  a<pitcTo,  etc. 

*  Demades  Tepi  Tf/g  dude naeriac,  ad  fin.  tjvtKa  A ripoodevift;  aal  Avaovp- 
yof  tu  p.ev  koyc/j  iraparaTTopevoi  rovq  M aaeddvaq  evucuv  ev  T piftdXAoie;,  fid • 

vov  d’  ovx  opaTov  enl  tov  (Srj/uaTog  veicpov  rdv  'A Xet-avdpov  Kpoe&r/K.av . efik 

de  CTvyvov  nal  TreptXvTrov  e^auKov  elvai  firf  GvvevdoKovvra ,  etc. 

Justin,  xi.  2.  “  Demosthenem  oratorem,  qui  Macedonum  deletas  omnes 

cum  rege  copias  h  Triballis  affirmaverit,  producto  in  concionem  auctore, 
qui  in  eo  praelio,  in  quo  rex  ceciderit,  se  quoque  vulneratum  diceret.” 

Compare  Tacitus,  Histor.  i.  34.  “  Vix  dura  egresso  Pisone,  occisum  in 
castris  Othonem,  vagus  primum  et  incertus  rumor,  mox,  ut  in  magms  men - 
daciis ,  interfuisse  se  quidam ,  et  vidisse  affirmabant,  credulfi  famft  inter  gau* * 

dentes  et  incuriosos .  Obvius  in  palatio  Julius  Atticus,  speculator,  era* 

entum  gladium  ostentans,  occisum  a  se  Othonem  exclamavit.” 

It  is  stated  that  Alexander  was  really  wounded  in  the  head  by  a  Stonet 
SB  the  action  with  the  Illyrians  (Plutarch,  Fortun.  Alex.  p.  3°7). 
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of  Alexander,  it  remained  uncontradicted,  which  increased  the 
confidence  in  its  truth. 

It  was  upon  the  full  belief  in  this  rumor,  of  Alexander’s 
defeat  and  death,  that  the  Grecian  cities  proceeded.  The  event 
severed  by  itself  their  connection  with  Macedonia.  There  was 
neither  son  nor  adult  brother  to  succeed  to  the  throne :  so  that 
lot  merely  the  foreign  ascendency,  but  even  the  intestine  unity, 
of  Macedonia,  was  likely  to  be  broken  up.  In  regard  to  Athens, 
Arcadia,  Elis,  iEtolia,  etc.,  the  anti-Macedonian  sentiment  was 
doubtless  vehemently  manifested,  but  no  special  action  was  called 
for.  It  was  otherwise  in  regard  to  Thebes.  Phoenix,  Prochy- 
tes,  and  other  Theban  exiles  at  Athens,  immediately  laid  their 
plan  foi  liberating  their  city  and  expelling  the  Macedonian  gar¬ 
rison  from  the  Kadmeia.  Assisted  with  arms  and  money  by 
Demosthenes  and  other  Athenian  citizens,  and  invited  by  their 
partisans  at  Thebes,  they  suddenly  entered  that  city  in  arms. 
Though  unable  to  carry  the  Kadmeia  by  surprise,  they  seized  in 
the  city,  and  put  to  dc.atti,  Amyntas,  a  principal  Macedonian  offi¬ 
cer,  with  Timolaus,  one  of  the  leading  macedonizing  Thebans.1 
They  then  immediately  convoked  a  genera* *!  assembly  of  the 
Thebans,  to  whom  they  earnestly  appealed  for  a  vigorous  effort 
to  expel  the  Macedonians,  and  re-conquer  the  ancient  freedom 
of  the  city.  Expatiating  upon  the  misdeeds  of  the  garrison  and 
upon  the  oppressions  of  those  Thebans  who  governed  by  means 
of  the  garrison,  they  proclaimed  that  the  happy  moment  of  liber¬ 
ation  had  now  arrived,  through  the  recent  death  of  Alexander. 
They  doubtless  recalled  the  memory  of  Pelopidas,  and  the  glori¬ 
ous  enterprise,  cherished  by  all  Theban  patriots,  whereby  he  had 
rescued  the  city  from  Spartan  occupation,  forty -si:*  years  before. 
To  this  appeal  the  Thebans  cordially  responded.  The  assembly 
passed  a  vote,  declaring  severance  from  Macedonia,  and  auton¬ 
omy  of  Thebes  —  and  naming  as  Boeotarchs  some  of  the  returned 
exiles,  with  others  of  the  same  party,  for  the  purpose  of  ener¬ 
getic  measures  against  the  garrison  in  the  Kadmeia.2 

Unfortunately  for  Thebes,  none  of  these  new  Boeotarchs  wet* 
men  of  the  stamp  of  Epaminondas,  probably  not  even  of  Pelop» 


1  Arrian,  i.  7,  1  :  compare  Deinarchus  cont.  Demosthenes,  s.  75  p  5S. 

*  Arrian,  i.  7,  3-17 
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das.  Yet  their  scheme,  though  from  its  melancholy  result  it  is 
generally  denounced  as  insane,  really  promised  better  at  first 
than  that  of  the  anti-Spartan  conspirators  in  380  b.  c.  The 
Kadmeia  was  instantly  summoned ;  hopes  being  perhaps  indulg¬ 
ed,  that  the  Macedonian  commander  would  surrender  it  with  as 
little  resistance  as  the  Spartan  harmost  had  done.  But  such 
hopes  were  not  realized.  Philip  had  probably  caused  the  cita¬ 
del  to  be  both  strengthen  led  and  provisioned.  The  garrison  de¬ 
fied  the  Theban  leaders,  who  did  not  feel  themselves  strong 
enough  to  give  orders  for  an  assault,  as  Pelopidas  in  his  time 
was  prepared  to  do,  if  surrender  had  been  denied.1  They  con¬ 
tented  themselves  with  drawing  and  guarding  a  double  line  of 
circumvallation  round  the  Kadmeia,  so  as  to  prevent  both  sallies 
from  within  and  supplies  from  without.2  They  then  sent  envoys 
in  the  melancholy  equipment  of  suppliants,  to  the  Arcadians  and 
others,  representing  that  their  recent  movement  was  directed, 
not  against  Hellenic  union,  but  against  Macedonian  oppression 
and  outrage,  which  pressed  upon  them  with  intolerable  bitter¬ 
ness.  As  Greeks  and  freemen,  they  entreated  aid  to  rescue  them 
from  such  a  calamity.  They  obtained  much  favorable  sympa 
thy,  with  some  promise  and  even  half-performance.  Many  of 
the  leading  orators  at  Athens  —  Demosthenes,  Lykurgus,  Hype- 
rides,  and  others  —  together  with  the  military  men  Charideraus 
and  Ephialtes  —  strongly  urged  their  countrymen  to  declare  in 
favor  of  Thebes  and  send  aid  against  the  Kadmeia.  But  the 
citizens  generally,  following  Demades  and  Phokion,  waited  to  be 
better  assured  both  of  Alexander’s  death  and  of  its  consequences, 
before  they  would  incur  the  hazard  of  open  hostility  against 
Macedonia,  though  they  seem  to  have  declared  sympathy  with 
the  Theban  revolution.3  Demosthenes  farther  went  as  envoj 
into  Peloponnesus,  while  the  Macedonian  Antipater  also  sent 
round  urgent  applications  to  the  Peloponnesian  cities,  requiring 
their  contingents,  as  members  of  the  confederacy  under  Alexan¬ 
der,  to  act  against  Thebes.  The  eloquence  of  Demosthenes, 
backed  by  his  money,  or  by  Persian  money  administered  through 


1  Xenoph.  Hellen.  v.  4,  11.  See  Volume  X.  Ch.  lxxvii.  p.  81  ot  this 
History. 

2  Arrian,  i.  7  14. 


3  Diodor.  xvii.  6. 
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him,  prevailed  on  the  Peloponnesians  to  refhse  compliance  with 
Antipater  and  to  send  no  contingents  against  Thebes.1  The 
Dleians  and  iEtolians  held  out  general  assurances  favorable  to 
the  revolution  at  Thebes,  while  the  Arcadians  even  went  so  far 
as  to  send  out  some  troops  to  second  it,  though  they  did  not  ad¬ 
vance  beyond  the  isthmus.2 

Here  was  a  crisis  in  Grecian  affairs,  opening  new  possibilities 
for  the  recovery  of  freedom.  Had  the  Arcadians  and  other 
Greeks  lent  decisive  aid  to  Thebes  —  had  Athens  acted  even 
with  as  much  energy  as  she  did  twelve  years  afterwards  during 
the  Lamian  war,  occupying  Thermopylae  with  an  army  and  a 
fleet  —  the  gates  of  Greece  might  well  have  been  barred  against 
■  a  new  Macedonian  force,  even  with  Alexander  alive  and  at  its 
head.  That  the  struggle  of  Thebes  was  not  regarded  at  the 
time,  even  by  macedonizing  Greeks,  as  hopeless,  is  shown  by  the 
subsequent  observations  both  of  JEschines  and  Deinarchus  at 
Athens.  iEschines  (delivering  five  years  afterwards  his  oration 
against  Ktesiphon)  accuses  Demosthenes  of  having  by  his  per¬ 
verse  backwardness  brought  about  the  ruin  of  Thebes.  The 
foreign  mercenaries  forming  part  of  the  garrison  of  the  Kadmeia 
were  ready  (iEschines  affirms)  to  deliver  up  that  fortress,  on 
receiving  five  talents  :  the  Arcadian  generals  would  have  brought 
up  their  troops  to  the  aid  of  Thebes,  if  nine  or  ten  talents  had 
been  paid  to  them  —  having  repudiated  the  solicitations  of  Anti¬ 
pater.  Demosthenes  (say  these  two  orators)  having  in  his  pos¬ 
session  300  talents  from  the  Persian  king,  to  instigate  anti-Mace¬ 
donian  movements  in  Greece,  was  supplicated  by  the  Theban 
envoys  to  furnish  money  for  these  purposes,  but  refused  the  re¬ 
quest,  kept  the  money  for  himself,  and  thus  prevented  both  the 


'Deinarchus  cont.  Demosth.  p.  14.  s.  19.  Kal  'Apnaduv  tjkovtuv  eic 
twD/ubv,  Kal  TTjv  /uev  napa  ' AvTinaTpov  npeoftelav  unpaKTOv  aTToaTEi^avTuv. 
etc. 

In  the  vote  passed  by  the  people  of  Athens  some  years  afterwards, 
awarding  a  statue  and  other  honors  to  Demosthenes,  these  proceedings  in 
Peloponnesus  are  enumerated  among  his  titles  to  public  gratitude  —  Kal  (i)£ 
iKuTivae  IleXonovvEalov^  en l  Qr/fiag  ’A Xetjavdpcp  fioT/ftf/oai,  xpripara  dot)f  kcu 
airdc  npEOpevoaq,  etc.  (Plutarch,  Vit.  X.  Orator,  p.  850). 

•  Arrian,  i.  10,  2;  Afischines  adv.  Ktesiphont.  p.  634. 
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surrender  of  the  Kadmeia  and  the  onward  march  of  the  Arcadi¬ 
ans.1  The  charge  here  advanced  against  Demosthenes  appears 
utterly  incredible.  To  suppose  that  anti-Macedonian  movements 
counted  for  so  little  in  his  eyes,  is  an  hypothesis  belied  by  his 
whole  history.  But  the  fact  that  such  allegations  were  made  by 
JEschines  only  five  years  afterwards,  proves  the  reports  and  the 
feelings  of  the  time  —  that  the  chances  of  successful  resistance  to 
Macedonia  on  the  part  of  the  Thebans  were  not  deemed  unfavor¬ 
able.  And  when  the  Athenians,  following  the  counsels  of  De- 
mades  and  Phokion,  refused  to  aid  Thebes  or  occupy  Thermopy¬ 
lae  —  they  perhaps  consulted  the  safety  of  Athens  separately,  but 
they  receded  from  the  generous  and  Pan-heilenic  patriotism 
which  had  animated  their  ancestors  against  Xerxes  and  Mardo- 
nius.2 

The  Thebans,  though  left  in  this  ungenerous  isolation,  pressed 
the  blockade  of  the  Kadmeia,  and  would  presently  have  reduced 
the  Macedonian  garrison,  had  they  not  been  surprised  by  the 
awe-striking  event  —  Alexander  arriving  in  person  at  Onchestus 
in  Bceotia,  at  the  head  of  his  victorious  army.  The  first  news 
of  his  being  alive  was  furnished  by  his  arrival  at  Onchestus.  No 


1  JEschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  634;  Deinarch,  adv  Demosth.  p.  15,  16.  s. 

19-22. 

8  See  Herod,  viii.  143.  Demosthenes  in  his  orations  frequently  insists 
on  the  different  rank  and  position  of  Athens,  as  compared  with  those  of 
the  smaller  Grecian  states — and  of  the  higher  and  more  arduous  obliga¬ 
tions  consequent  thereupon.  This  is  one  grand  point  of  distinction  be¬ 
tween  his  policy  and  that  of  Phokion.  See  a  striking  passage  in  the 
speech  De  Corona,  p.  245.  s.  77  ,  and  Orat.  De  Republ.  Ordinand.  p  176. 
s.  37. 

Isokrates  holds  the  same  language  touching  the  obligations  of  Sparta,  — 
in  the  speech  which  he  puts  into  the  mouth  of  Archidamus.  “  No  one  will 
quarrel  with  Epidaurians  and  Phliasians,  for  looking  only  how  they  can 
get  through  and  keep  themselves  in  being.  But  for  Lacedaemonians,  it  is 
impossible  to  aim  simply  at  preservation  and  nothing  beyond  —  by  any 
means,  whatever  they  may  be.  If  we  cannot  preserve  ourselves  with 
honor,  we  ought  to  prefer  a  glorious  death.”  (Isokrates,  Orat.  vi.  Archid. 

s.  ioa) 

The  backward  and  narrow  policy,  which  Isokrates  here  proclaims  as  fit 
for  Epidaurus  and  Phlius,  but  not  for  Sparta  —  is  precisely  what  Phokion 
always  recommended  for  Athens,  even  while  Philip's  power  was  yet  nas¬ 
cent  and  unsettled. 
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one  could  at  first  believe  the  fact.  The  Theban  leaders  con¬ 
tended  that  it  was  another  Alexander,  the  son  of  Aeropus,  at  the 
head  of  a  Macedonian  army  of  relief.1 

In  this  incident  we  may  note  two  features,  which  character¬ 
ized  Alexander  to  the  end  of  his  life ;  matchless  celerity  of 
movement,  and  no  less  remarkable  favor  of  fortune.  Had  news 
off  the  Theban  rising  first  reached  him  while  on  the  Danube  or 
among  the  distant  Triballi,  —  or  even  when  embarrassed  in  the 
difficult  region  round  Pelion,  —  he  could  hardly  by  any  effort 
have  arrived  in  time  to  save  the  Kadmeia.  But  he  learnt  it  just 
when  he  had  vanquished  Kleitus  and  Glaukias,  so  that  his  hands 
were  perfectly  free  —  and  also  when  he  was  in  a  position  pecu¬ 
liarly  near  and  convenient  for  a  straight  march  into  Greece  with¬ 
out  going  back  to  Pella.  From  the  pass  of  Tschangon  (or  of 
the  river  Devol,)  near  which  Alexander’s  last  victories  were 
gained,  his  road  lay  southward,  following  downwards  in  part  the 
higher  course  of  the  river  Haliakmon,  through  Upper  Macedonia 
or  the  regions  called  Eordaea  and  Elymeia  which  lay  on  his  left, 
while  the  he'ights  of  Pindus  and  the  upper  course  of  the  river 
Aous,  occupied  by  the  Epirots  called  Tymphaei  and  Parausei, 
were  on  the  right.  On  the  seventh  day  of  march,  crossing  the 
lower  ridges  of  the  Cambunian  mountains  (which  separate  Olym¬ 
pus  from  Pindus  and  Upper  Macedonia  from  Thessaly),  Alex¬ 
ander  reached  the  Thessalian  town  of  Pelinna.  Six  days  more 
brought  him  to  the  Boeotian  Onchestus.2  He  was  already  within 
Thermopylae,  before  any  Greeks  were  aware  that  he  was  in 
march,  or  even  that  he  was  aliye.  The  question  about  occupy¬ 
ing  Thermopylae  by  a  Grecian  force  was  thus  set  aside.  The 
difficulty  of  forcing  that  pass,  and  the  necessity  of  forestalling 
Athens  in  it  by  stratagem  or  celerity,  was  present  to  the  mind 
of  Alexander,  as  it  had  been  to  that  of  Philip  in  his  expedition 
of  346  b.  c.,  against  the  Phokians. 

His  arrival,  in  itself  a  most  formidable  event,  told  with  double 
force  on  the  Greeks  from  its  extreme  suddenness.  We  can 


1  Arrian,  i.  7,  9. 

2  Arrian,  i.  7  6.  See,  respecting  this  region,  Colonel  Leake’s  Travels  in 
Northern  Greece,  ch.  vi  p.300-304;  ch.  xxviii.  p.  303-305,  etc  ;  and  for 
Alexander’s  line  of  march,  the  map  at  the  end  of  the  volume. 
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hardly  doubt  that  both  Athenians  and  Thebans  had  communica¬ 
tions  at  Pella  —  that  they  looked  upon  any  Macedonian  invasion 
as  likely  to  come  from  thence  —  and  that  they  expected  Alexan¬ 
der  himself  (assuming  him  to  be  still  living,  contrary  to  their 
belief)  back  in  his  capital  before  he  began  any  new  enterprise. 
Upon  this  hypothesis  —  in  itself  probable,  and  such  as  would 
have  been  realized  if  Alexander  had  not  already  advanced  so  far 
southward  at  the  moment  when  he  received  the  news1  —  they 
would  at  least  have  known  beforehand  of  his  approach,  and 
would  have  had  the  option  of  a  defensive  combination  open.  As 
it  happened,  his  unexpected  appearance  in  the  heart  of  Greece 
precluded  all  combinations,  and  checked  all  idea  of  resistance. 

Two  days  after  his  arrival  in  Boeotia,  he  marched  his  army 
round  Thebes,  so  as  to  encamp  on  the  south  side  of  the  city ; 
whereby  he  both  intercepted  the  communication  of  the  Thebans 
with  Athens,  and  exhibited  his  force  more  visibly  to  the  garrison 
in  the  Kadmeia.  The  Thebans,  though  alone  and  without  hope 
of  succor,  maintained  their  courage  unshaken.  Alexander  de¬ 
ferred  the  attack  for  a  day  or  two,  in  hopes  that  they  would  sub¬ 
mit  ;  he  wished  to  avoid  an  assault  which  might  cost  the  lives  of 
many  of  his  soldiers,  whom  he  required  for  his  Asiatic  schemes. 
He  even  made  public  proclamation,2  demanding  the  surrender 
of  the  anti-Macedonian  leaders  Phoenix  and  Prochytes,  but  offer¬ 
ing  to  any  other  Theban  who  chose  to  quit  the  city,  permission 
to  come  and  join  him  on  the  ferms  of  the  convention  sworn  in 
the  preceding  autumn.  A  general  assembly  being  convened,  the 
macedonizing  Thebans  enforced  the  prudence  of  submission  to 
an  irresistible  force.  But  the  leaders  recently  returned  from 
exile,  who  had  headed  the  rising,  warmly  opposed  this  proposi¬ 
tion,  contending  for  resistance  to  the  death.  In  them,  such  reso¬ 
lution  may  not  be  wonderful,  since  (as  Arrian3  remarks)  they 
had  gone  too  far  to  hope  for  lenity.  As  it  appears  however  that 
the  mass  of  citizens  deliberately  adopted  the  same  resolution,  in 


1  Diodorus  (xvii.  9^  incorrectly  says  that  Alexander  came  back  unex¬ 
pectedly  from  Thrace.  Had  this  been  the  fact,  he  would  have  come  by 
Pella. 

2  Dioaoi.  xvii.  9;  Plutarch,  Alexand.  11. 

*  Arrian,  i.  7,  16. 
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spite  of  strong  persuasion  to  the  contrary,1  we  see  plainly  that 
they  had  already  felt  the  bitterness  of  Macedonian  dominion,  and 
that  sooner  than  endure  a  renewal  of  it,  sure  to  be  yet  worse, 
coupled  with  the  dishonor  of  surrendering  their  leaders  —  they 
had  made  up  their  minds  to  perish  with  the  freedom  of  their 
city.  At  a  time  when  the  sentiment  of  Hellas  as  an  autonomous 
system  was  passing  away,  and  when  Grecian  courage  was  degen¬ 
erating  into  a  mere  instrument  for  the  aggrandizement  of  Mace¬ 
donian  chiefs,  these  countrymen  of  Epaminondas  and  Pelopidas 
set  an  example  of  devoted  self-sacrifice  in  the  cause  of  Grecian 
liberty,  not  less  honorable  than  that  of  Leonidas  at  Thermopylae, 
and  only  less  esteemed  because  it  proved  infructuous. 

In  reply  to  the  proclamation  of  Alexander,  the  Thebans  made 
from  their  walls  a  counter-proclamation,  demanding  the  surrender 
of  his  officers  Antipater  and  Philotas,  and  inviting  every  one  to 
join  them,  who  desired,  in  concert  with  the  Persian  king  and 
the  Thebans,  to  liberate  the  Greeks  and  put  down  the  despot  of 
Hellas.2 3 *  Such  a  haughty  defiance  and  retort  incensed  Alexan¬ 
der  to  the  quick.  He  brought  up  his  battering  engines  and  pre¬ 
pared  everything  for  storming  the  town.  Of  the  murderous  as¬ 
sault  which  followed,  we  find  different  accounts,  not  agreeing 
with  each  other,  yet  not  wholly  irreconcilable.  It  appears  that 
the  Thebans  had  erected,  probably  in  connection  with  their  ope¬ 
rations  against  the  Kadmeia,  an  outwork  defended  by  a  double 
palisade.  Their  walls  were  guarded  by  the  least  effective  sol¬ 
diers,  metics  and  liberated  slaves ;  while  their  best  troops  were 
bold  enough  to  go  forth  in  front  of  the  gates  and  give  battle. 
Alexander  divided  his  army  into  three  divisions ;  one  under 
Perdikkas  and  Amyntas,  against  the  outwork  —  a  second,  des¬ 
tined  to  combat  the  Thebans  who  sallied  out  —  and  a  third,  held 
in  reserve.  Between  the  second  of  these  three  divisions,  and 
the  Thebans  in  front  of  the  gates,  the  battle  was  so  obstinately 
contested,  that  success  at  one  time  seemed  doubtful,  and  Alexan¬ 
der  was  forced  to  order  up  his  reserve.  The  first  Macedonian 
success  was  gained  by  Perdikkas,8  who,  aided  by  the  division  of 


1  Diodor.  xvii.  9.  *  Diodor.  xvii.  9. 

3  The  attack  of  Perdikkas  was  represented  by  Ptolemy,  from  whom  Arrian 

topics  (i.  8,  1),  not  only  as  being  the  first  and  only  attack  made  by  the 
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Amyntas  and  also  by  the  Agrianian  regiment  and  the  bowmen 
carried  the  first  of  the  two  outworks,  as  well  as  a  postern  gate 
which  had  been  left  unguarded.  His  troops  also  stormed  the 
second  outwork,  though  he  himself  was  severely  wounded  and 
borne  away  to  the  camp.  Here  the  Theban  defenders  fled  back 


Macedonian  army  on  Thebes,  but  also  as  made  by  Perdikkas  without  orders 
from  Alexander ,  who  was  forced  to  support  it  in  order  to  preserve  Perdikkas 
from  being  overwhelmed  by  the  Thebans.  According  to  Ptolemy  and  Arrian, 
therefore,  the  storming  of  Thebes  took  place  both  without  the  orders,  and 
against  the  wishes,  of  Alexander ;  the  capture  moreover  was  effected  rap¬ 
idly  with  little  trouble  to  the  besieging  army  [r]  aTiuot-q  6t ’  oXiyov  re  aal  oi> 
%vv  7 t  ov  (f)  t  uv  tyovTvv  Zvvevexdeloa,  Arr.  i.  9,  9) :  the  bloodshed  and 
pillage  was  committed  by  the  vindictive  sentiment  of  the  Boeotian  allies. 

Diodorus  had  before  him  a  very  different  account.  He  affirms  that  Alex 
ander  both  combined  and  ordered  the  assault  —  that  the  Thebans  behaved 
like  bold  and  desperate  men,  resisting  obstinately  and  fora  Jong  time  — 
that  the  slaughter  afterwards  was  committed  by  the  general  body  of  the 
assailants ;  the  Boeotian  allies  being  doubtless  conspicuous  among  them. 
Diodorus  gives  this  account  at  some  length,  and  with  his  customary  rhetor¬ 
ical  amplifications.  Plutarch  and  Justin  are  more  brief;  but  coincide  in 
the  same  general  view,  and  not  in  that  of  Arrian.  Polysenus  again  (iv.  3 
12)  gives  something  different  from  all. 

Tome  it  appears  that  the  narrative  of  Diodorus  is  (in  its  basis,  and 
striking  off  rhetorical  amplifications)  more  credible  than  that  of  Arrian. 
Admitting  the  attack  made  by  Perdikkas,  I  conceive  it  to  have  been  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  general  plan  of  Alexander.  I  cannot  think  it  probable  that  Per 
dikkas  attacked  without  orders,  or  that  Thebes  was  captured  with  little 
resistance.  It  was  captured  by  one  assault  (JEschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  524), 
but  by  an  assault  well-combined  and  stoutly  contested  —  not  by  one  begun 
without  preparation  or  order,  and  successful  after  hardly  any  resistance. 
Alexander,  after  having  offered  what  he  thought  liberal  terms,  was  not  the 
man  to  shrink  from  carrying  his  point  by  force ;  nor  would  the  Thebans 
have  refused  those  terms,  unless  their  minds  had  been  made  up  for  strenu¬ 
ous  and  desperate  defence,  without  hope  of  ultimate  success. 

What  authority  Diodorus  followed,  we  do  not  know.  He  may  have  fol¬ 
lowed  Kleitarchus,  a  contemporary  and  an  jEolian,  who  must  have  had 
good  means  of  information  respecting  such  an  event  as  the  capture  of 
Tkebes  (see  Geier,  Alexandri  M.  Historiarum  Scriptores  eetate  suppares, 
Leips.  1844,  p.  6-152;  and  Yossius,  De  Historicis  Graecis,  i.  x.  p.  90,  ed 
Westermann).  I  have  due  respect  for  the  authority  of  Ptolemy,  but  7  can 
aot  go  along  with  Geier  and  other  critics  who  set  aside  all  other  witnesses, 
even  contemporary,  respecting  Alexander,  as  worthy  of  little  credit,  unless 
where  such  witnesses  are  confirmed  by  Ptolemy  or  Aristobulus.  We  must 
remember  that  Ptolemy  did  not  compose  his  book  until  after  he  became 
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into  the  city,  along  the  hollow  way  which  led  to  the  temple  of 
Herakles,  pursued  by  the  light  troops,  in  advance  of  the  rest. 
Upon  these  men,  however,  the  Thebans  presently  turned,  repel¬ 
ling  them  with  the  loss  of  Eurybotas  their  commanding  officer 
and  seventy  men  slain.  In  pursuing  these  bowmen,  the  ranks 
of  the  Thebans  became  somewhat  disordered,  so  that  tltey  were 
unable  to  resist  the  steady  charge  of  the  Macedonian  guards  and 
heavy  infantry  coming  up  in  support.  They  were  broken,  and 
pushed  back  into  the  city  ;  their  rout  being  rendered  still  more 
complete  by  a  sally  of  the  Macedonian  garrison  out  of  the  Kad- 
meia.  The  assailants  being  victorious  on  this  side,  the  Thebans 
who  were  maintaining  the  combat  without  the  gates  were  com¬ 
pelled  to  retreat,  and  the  advancing  Macedonians  forced  their 
way  into  the  town  along  with  them.  Within  the  town,  however, 
the  fighting  still  continued ;  the  Thebans  resisting  in  organized 
bodies  as  long  as  they  could ;  and  when  broken,  still  resisting 
even  single-handed.  None  of  the  military  population  sued  for 
mercy ;  most  of  them  were  slain  in  the  streets ;  but  a  few  cav¬ 
alry  and  infantry  cut  their  way  out  into  the  plain  and  escaped. 
The  fight  now  degenerated  into  a  carnage.  The  Macedonians 
with  their  Paeonian  contingents  were  incensed  with  the  obstinate 
resistance  ;  while  various  Greeks  serving  as  auxiliaries  —  Plio- 
kians,  Orchomenians,  Thespians,  Plataeans,  —  had  to  avenge  an¬ 
cient  and  grievous  injuries  endured  from  Thebes.  Such  furious 
feelings  were  satiated  by  an  indiscriminate  massacre  of  all  who 
came  in  their  way,  without  distinction  of  age  or  sex  —  old  men, 
women,  and  children,  in  houses  and  even  in  temples.  This 


king  of  Egypt,  in  306  b.  c.  ;  nor  indeed  until  after  the  battle  of  Ip»us  in  301, 
according  to  Geier  (p.  1);  at  least  twenty-nine  years  after  the  saek  of 
Thebes.  Moreover,  Ptolemy  was  not  ashamed  of  what  Geier  calls  (p.  11) 
the  “pious  fraud”  of  announcing,  that  two  speaking  serpents  conducted  the 
army  of  Alexander  to  the  holy  precinct  of  Zeus  Ammon  (Arrian,  iii.  3). 
Lastly,  it  will  be  found  that  the  depositions  which  are  found  in  other  histo¬ 
rians,  but  not  in  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus,  relate  principally  to  matters  dis 
creditable  to  Alexander.  That  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus  omitted ,  is  in  my 
judgment  far  more  probable,  than  that  other  historians  invented.  Admiring 
biographers  would  easily  excuse  themselves  for  refusing  to  proclaim  to  the 
world  such  acts  as  the  massacre  of  the  Branchida,  or  the  dragging  of  the 
wounded  Batiz  at  Gaza. 
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wholesale  slaughter  was  accompanied  of  course  by  all  the  plun¬ 
der  and  manifold  outrage  with  which  victorious  assailants  usually 
reward  themselves.1 

More  than  five  hundred  Macedonians  are  asserted  to  have 
been  slain,  and  six  thousand  Thebans.  Thirty  thousand  captives 
were  collected.2  The  final  destiny  of  these  captives,  and  of 
Thebes  itself,  was  submitted  by  Alexander  to  the  Orchomenians, 
Plataeans,  Phokians,  and  other  Grecian  auxiliaries  in  the  assault. 
He  must  have  known  well  beforehand  what  the  sentence  of  such 
judges  would  be.  They  pronounced,  that  the  city  of  Thebes 
should  be  razed  to  the  ground :  that  the  Kadmeia  alone  should 
be  maintained,  as  a  military  post  with  Macedonian  garrison : 
that  the  Theban  territory  should  be  distributed  among  the  allies 
themselves :  that  Orchomenus  and  Platsea  should  be  rebuilt  and 
fortified :  that  all  the  captive  Thebans,  men,  women,  and  chil¬ 
dren,  should  be  sold  as  slaves  —  excepting  only  priests  and 
priestesses,  and  such  as  were  connected  by  recognized  ties  of 
hospitality  with  Philip  or  Alexander,  or  such  as  had  been  prox - 
eni  of  the  Macedonians ;  that  the  Thebans  who  had  escaped 
should  be  proclaimed  outlaws,  liable  to  arrest  and  death,  wher 
ever  they  were  found ;  and  that  every  Grecian  city  should  be 
interdicted  from  harboring  them.3 

This  overwhelming  sentence,  in  spite  of  an  appeal  for  lenity 
*>y  a  Theban4  named  Kleadas,  was  passed  by  the  Grecian  auxil¬ 
iaries  of  Alexander,  and  executed  by  Alexander  himself,  who 
made  but  one  addition  to  the  excepting  clauses.  He  left  the 
house  of  Pindar  standing,  and  spared  the  descendants  of  the  poet. 
With  these  reserves,  Thebes  was  effaced  from  the  earth.  The 
Theban  territory  was  partitioned  among  the  reconstituted  cities 
of  Orchomenus  and  Plataea.  Nothing,  except  the  Macedonian  mil¬ 
itary  post  at  the  Kadmeia,  remained  to  mark  the  place  where  the 
chief  of  the  Boeotian  confederacy  had  once  stood.  The  captives 
were  all  sold,  and  are  said  to  have  yielded  440  talents ;  large 
prices  being  offered  by  bidders  from  feelings  of  hostility  towards 


1  Arrian,  i.  8;  Dodor.  xvii.  12,  13. 

‘Diodorus  (xvii.  14)  and  Plutarch  (Alexand  11)  agree  in  giving  toM 
totals  of  6000  and  30,000. 

3  Arrian,  i.  9 ;  Diodor,  xvii.14. 


4  Justin,  xi.  4» 
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the  city.1  Diodorus  tells  us  that  this  sentence  was  passed  by  the 
general  synod  of  Greeks.  But  we  are  not  called  upon  to  believe 
that  this  synod,  subservient  though  it  was  sure  to  be  when  called 
upon  to  deliberate  under  the  armed  force  of  Alexander,  could  be 
brought  to  sanction  such  a  ruin  upon  one  of  the  first  and  most 
ancient  Hellenic  cities.  For  we  learn  from  Arrian  that  the 
question  was  discussed  and  settled  only  by  the  Grecian  auxil¬ 
iaries  who  had  taken  part  with  Alexander  ;2  and  that  the  sen¬ 
tence  therefore  represents  the  bitter  antipathies  of  the  Orchome- 
nians,  Plataeans,  etc.  Without  doubt,  these  cities  had  sustained 
harsh  and  cruel  treatment  from  Thebes.  In  so  far  as  they  were 
concerned,  the  retribution  upon  the  Thebans  was  merited. 
Those  persons,  however,  who  (as  Arrian  tells  us)  pronounced 
the  catastrophe  to  be  a  divine  judgment  upon  Thebes  for  having 
joined  Xerxes  against  Greece3  a  century  and  a  half  before, — 
must  have  forgotten  that  not  only  the  Orchomenians,  but  even 
Alexander  of  Macedon,  the  namesake  and  predecessor  of  the 
destroying  conqueror,  had  served  in  the  army  of  Xerxes  along 
with  the  Thebans. 

Arrian  vainly  endeavors  to  transfer  from  Alexander  to  the 
minor  Boeotian  towns  the  odiom  of  this  cruel  destruction  — 
unparalleled  in  Grecian  history  (as  he  himself  says),  when  we 
look  to  the  magnitude  of  the  city;  yet  surpassed  in  the  aggregate 
by  the  subversion,  under  the  arms  of  Philip,  of  no  less  than 
thirty-two  free  Chalkidic  cities,  thirteen  years  before.  The 
known  antipathy  of  these  Boeotians  was  invoked  by  Alexander 
to  color  an  infliction  which  satisfied  at  once  his  sentiment,  by 
destroying  an  enemy  who  defied  him  - —  and  his  policy,  by  serv¬ 
ing  as  a  terrific  example  to  keep  down  other  Greeks.4  But 


’  Diodor.  xvfl.  14,  Justin,  xi.  4:  “  pretium  non  ex  ementium  commotio, 
sed  ex  inimicorum  odio  extenditur.” 

2  Arrian,  i.  9,  13.  Tocf  de  peraaxovm  tov  l-pyov  £ vppuxoi f,  ocf  kcU 

tTTETpeipev  'AXefjavd pog  rd  /card  rdf  QrjfSa^  dia&eivai ,  £do£e,  etc. 

3  Arrian,  i.  9,  10.  He  informs  us  (i.  9,  12)  that  there  were  many  previ¬ 
ous  portents  which  foreshadowed  this  ruin:  Diodorus  (xvii.  10)  on  the 
contrary,  enumerates  many  previous  signs,  all  tending  to  encourage  the 
Thebans. 

4  Plutarch,  Alex.  11 .  y  pev  n xoXlc,  f/Aco  nal  diapnaotieioa  naTeaKutyri,  to  pkv 
l\ov  TTpoodonr/oavTog  avrov  rove  'EXAjjvag  nudei  TtrjXuiovTtp  kiat'AayevTcp 
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though  such  were  the  views  which  governed  him  at  the  moment, 
he  came  afterwards  to  look  back  upon  the  proceeding  with  shame 
and  sorrow.  The  shock  to  Hellenic  feeling,  when  a  city  was 
subverted,  arose  not  merely  from  the  violent  extinction  of  life, 
property,  liberty,  and  social  or  political  institutions  —  but  also 
from  the  obliteration  of  legends  and  the  suppression  of  religious 
observances,  thus  wronging  and  provoking  the  local  gods  and 
heroes.  We  shall  presently  find  Alexander  himself  sacrificing 
at  Ilium,* 1 2  in  order  to  appease  the  wrath  of  Priam,  still  subsisting 
and  efficacious,  against  himself  and  his  race,  as  being  descended 
from  Neoptolemus  the  slayer  of  Priam.  By  his  harsh  treatment 
of  Thebes,  he  incurred  the  displeasure  of  Dionysus,  the  god  of 
wine,  said  to  have  been  born  in  that  city,  and  one  of  the  princi¬ 
pal  figures  in  Theban  legend.  It  was  to  inspirations  of  the 
offended  Dionysus  that  Alexander  believed  himself  to  owe  that 
ungovernable  drunken  passion  under  which  he  afterwards  killed 
Kleitus,  as  well  as  the  refusal  of  his  Macedonian  soldiers  to  fol¬ 
low  him  farther  into  India.3  If  Alexander  in  after  days  thus 


Kal  KTrj^avraq  iirpepyoeiv,  dAAcjf  re  /cat  naWomaapevov  xapiZeo&ai  role 
ovfipd\u v  tynhiipacsiv. 

1  Arrian,  i.  11,  13-  To  illustrate  farther  the  feeling  of  the  Greeks,  respect 
ing  the  wrath  of  the  gods  arising  from  the  discontinuance  of  worship  where 
it  had  been  long  continued  —  I  transcribe  a  passage  from  Colonel  Sleeman’s 
work  respecting  the  Hindoos,  whose  religious  feelings  are  on  so  nanny 
points  analogous  to  those  of  the  Hellenes  :  — 

“  Human  sacrifices  were  certainly  offered  in  the  city  of  Saugor  during  the 
whole  Mahratta  government,  up  to  the  year  1800—  when  they  were  put  a  stop 
to  by  the  local  governor,  Assa  Sahib,  a  very  humane  man.  I  once  heard  a 
learned  Brahmin  priest  say,  that  he  thought  the  decline  of  his  (Assa 
Sahib’s)  family  and  government  arose  from  this  innovation.  ‘There  is 
(said  he)  no  sin  in  not  offering  human  sacrifices  to  the  gods,  where  none 
have  been  offered  ,  but  where  the  gods  have  been  accustomed  to  them ,  they  art 
very  naturally  annoyed  when  the  rite  is  abolished,  and  visit  the  place  and  the  peo¬ 
ple  with  all  kinds  of  calamity .’  The  priest  did  not  seem  to  think  that  there 
was  anything  singular  in  this  mode  of  reasoning:  perhaps  three  Brahmin 
priests  out  of  four  would  have  reasoned  in  the  same  manner.”  (Sleeman, 
Rambles  and  Recollections  of  an  Indian  Official,  vol.  i.  ch.  xv.  p.  130). 

2  Plutarch,  Alex.  13 .  compare  Justin,  xi.  4 ;  and  Isokrates  ad  Philipp. 
JOr.  v.  s.  35),  where  he  recommends  Thebes  to  Philip  on  the  ground  of 
pre-eminent  worship  towards  Herakles. 

It  deserves  notice,  that  while  Alexander  himself  repented  of  the  destrus- 
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repented  of  his  own  act,  we  may  be  sure  that  the  like  repug 
nance  was  felt  still  more  strongly  by  others ;  and  we  can  under¬ 
stand  the  sentiment  under  which,  a  few  years  after  his  decease, 
the  Macedonian  Kassander,  son  of  Antipater,  restored  the 
destroyed  city. 

At  the  time,  however,  the  effect  produced  by  the  destruction 
of  Thebes  was  one  of  unmitigated  terror  throughout  the  Grecian 
cities.  All  of  them  sought  to  make  their  peace  with  the  con¬ 
queror.  The  Arcadian  contingent  not  only  returned  home  from 
the  Isthmus,  but  even  condemned  their  leaders  to  death.  The 
Eleians  recalled  their  chief  macedonizing  citizens  out  of  exile 
into  ascendency  at  home.  Each  tribe  of  JEtolians  sent  envoys 
to  Alexander,  entreating  forgiveness  for  the  manifestations  against 
him.  At  Athens,  we  read  with  surprise  that  on  the  very  day 
when  Thebes  was  assaulted  and  taken,  the  great  festival  of 
Eleusinian  Demeter,  with  its  multitudinous  procession  of  votaries 
from  Athens  to  Eleusis,  was  actually  taking  place,  at  a  distance 
of  two  days’  march  from  the  besieged  city.  Most  Theban  fugi¬ 
tives  who  contrived  to  escape,  fled  to  Attica  as  the  nearest  place 
of  refuge,  communicating  to  the  Athenians  their  own  distress  and 
terror.  The  festival  was  forthwith  suspended.  Every  one  hur¬ 
ried  within  the  walls  of  Athens,1  carrying  with  him  his  movable 
property  into  a  state  of  security.  Under  the  general  alarm 
prevalent,  that  the  conqueror  would  march  directly  into  Attica, 
and  under  the  hurry  of  preparation  for  defence,  —  the  persons 
both  most  alarmed  and  most  in  real  danger  were,  of  course, 
Demosthenes,  Lykurgus,  Charidemus,  and  those  others  who  had 
been  loudest  in  speech  against  Macedonia,  and  had  tried  to  pre¬ 
vail  on  the  Athenians  to  espouse  openly  the  cause  of  lliebes. 
Yet  notwithstanding  such  terror  of  consequences  to  themselves, 
the  Athenians  afforded  shelter  and  sympathy  to  the  miserable 
Theban  fugitives.  They  continued  to  do  this  even  when  they 
must  have  known  that  they  were  contravening  the  edict  of  pro¬ 
scription  just  sanctioned  by  Alexander. 


tion  of  Thebes,  the  macedonizing  orator  at  Athens  describes  it  as  a  just, 
though  deplorable  penalty,  brought  by  the  Thebans  upon  themselves  bj 
reckless  insanity  of  conduct  (Alschines  adv.  Ktesiph  p.  524) 

*  Arrian,  i.  10,  4 
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Shortly  afterwards,  envoys  arrived  from  that  monarch  with  a 
menacing  letter,  formally  demanding  the  surrender  of  eight  or 
ten  leading  citizens  of  Athens — Demosthenes,  Lykurgus, 
Hyperides,  Polyeuktus,  Moerokles,  Diotimus,1 * 3 * * *  Ephialtes,  and 
Charidemus.  Of  these  the  first  four  were  eminent  orators,  the 
last  two  military  men  ;  all  strenuous  advocates  of  an  anti-Mace¬ 
donian  policy.  Alexander  in  his  letter  denounced  the  ten  as  the 
causes  of  the  battle  of  Chaeroneia,  of  the  offensive  resolutions 
which  had  been  adopted  at  Athens  after  the  death  of  Philip,  and 
even  of  the  recent  hostile  proceedings  of  the  Thebans.9  This 
momentous  summons,  involving  the  right  of  free  speech  and  pub* 
lie  debate  at  Athens,  was  submitted  to  the  assembly.  A  similar 
demand  had  just  been  made  upon  the  Thebans,  and  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  refusal  were  to  be  read  no  less  plainly  in  the  destruc¬ 
tion  of  their  city  than  in  the  threats  of  the  conqueror.  That 
even  under  such  trying  circumstances,  neither  orators  nor  people 
failed  in  courage  —  we  know  as  a  general  fact ;  though  we  have 
not  the  advantage  (as  Livy  had  in  his  time)  of  reading  the 
speeches  made  in  the  debate.8  Demosthenes,  insisting  that  the 
fate  of  the  citizens  generally  could  not  be  severed  from  that  of 
the  specific  victims,  is  said  to  have  recounted  in  the  course  of  his 
speech,  the  old  fable  —  of  the  wolf  requiring  the  sheep  to  make 
over  to  him  their  protecting  dogs,  as  a  condition  of  peace  —  and 
then,  devouring  the  unprotected  sheep  forthwith.  He,  and  those 
demanded  along  with  him,  claimed  the  protection  of  the  people, 


1  The  name  of  Diotimus  is  mentioned  by  Arrian  (i.  10,  6),  but  not  by 
Plutarch;  who  names  Demon  instead  of  him  (Plutarch,  Demosth.  c.  23} 
and  Kallisthenes  instead  of  Hyperides.  We  know  nothing  about  Diotimus, 
except  that  Demosthenes  (De  Corona,  p.  264)  alludes  to  him  along  with 
Charidemus,  as  having  received  an  expression  of  gratitude  from  the  people, 
in  requital  for  a  present  of  shields  which  he  had  made.  He  is  mentioned 
also,  along  with  Charidemus  and  others,  in  the  third  of  the  Demosthenic 
epistles,  p.  1482. 

8  Arrian,  i.  10,  6;  Plutarch,  Vit.  X.  Orat.  p.  847.  eZyrei  avrov  (Demos¬ 
thenes)  aireiXuv  ei  fjLrj  doirjoav .  Diodor.  xvii.  15;  Plutarch,  Demosth.  23. 

3  Livy,  ix.  18.  “(Alexander  ad  versus  quem  Athenis,  in  civitate  fmci4 

Macedonum  armis,  cernente  turn  maxime  prope  fumantes  Thebarum  ru 

bias,  concionar:  libere  ausi  sint  homines,  —  id  quod  ex  mo  mmentis  ©ra¬ 

tio  mi  m  patet,”  etc, 
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in  whose  cause  alone  they  had  incurred  the  wrath  of  the  con* 
queror.  Phokion  on  the  other  hand  —  silent  at  first,  and  rising 
only  under  constraint  by  special  calls  from  the  popular  voice  — 
contended  that  there  was  not  force  enough  to  resist  Alexander, 
and  that  the  persons  in  question  must  be  given  up.  He  even 
made  appeal  to  themselves  individually,  reminding  them  of  the 
self-devotion  of  the  daughters  of  Erechtheus,  memorable  in  Attic 
legend  —  and  calling  on  them  to  surrender  themselves  volunta¬ 
rily  for  the  purpose  of  perverting  public  calamity.  He  added, 
that  he  (Phokion)  would  rejoice  to  offer  up  either  himself,  or 
his  best  friend,  if  by  such  sacrifice  he  could  save  the  city.1 
Lykurgus,  one  of  the  orators  whose  extradition  was  required, 
answered  this  speech  of  Phokion  with  vehemence  and  bitterness  ; 
and  the  public  sentiment  went  along  with  him,  indignantly  repu¬ 
diating  Phokion’s  advice.  By  a  resolute  patriotism  highly  hon 
orable  at  this  trying  juncture,  it  was  decreed  that  the  persons 
demanded  should  not  be  surrendered.2 3 * * * 

On  the  motion  of  Demades,  an  embassy  was  sent  to  Alexan¬ 
der,  deprecating  his  wrath  against  the  ten,  and  engaging  to  pun¬ 
ish  them  by  judicial  sentence,  if  any  crime  could  be  proved 
against  them.  Demades,  who  is  said  to  have  received  from 
Demosthenes  a  bribe  of  five  talents,  undertook  this  mission, 
But  Alexander  was  at  first  inexorable ;  refusing  even  to  hear 
the  envoys,  and  persisting  in  his  requisition.  It  was  only  by 
the  intervention  of  a  second  embassy,  headed  by  Phokion,  that 
a  remission  of  terms  was  obtained.  Alexander  was  persuaded  to 
withdraw  his  requisition,  and  to  be  satisfied  with  the  banishment 
of  Charidemus  and  Ephialtes,  the  two  anti-Macedonian  military 
leaders.  Both  of  them  accordingly,  and  seemingly  other  Athe¬ 
nians  with  them,  passed  into  Asia,  where  they  took  service 
under  Darius.8 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  9-17  ,  Diodor.  xvii.  15. 

2  Diodor.  xvii.  15.  'O  de  dr/poc  tovtov  p'ev  (Phokion)  role  dopvftois  efe- 

TrpoaavTut;  unovuv  roi )f  Aoyouf. 

3  Arrian,  i.  10,  8,  Diodor.  xvii.  15,  Plutarch,  Phokion,  17 ;  Justin,  xi.  4; 

Deinarchus  cont.  Demosth.  p  26. 

Arrian  states  that  the  visit  of  Demades  with  nine  other  Athenian  envoyf 

to  Alexander,  occurred  prior  to  the  demand  of  Alexander  for  the  extradi- 
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It  was  indeed  no  part  of  Alexander’s  plan  to  undertake  ? 
siege  of  Athens,  which  might  prove  long  and  difficult,  since  the 
Athenians  had  a  superior  naval  force,  with  the  sea  open  to  them, 
and  the  chance  of  effective  support  from  Persia.  When  there" 
fore  he  saw,  that  his  demand  for  the  ten  orators  would  be  firmly 
resisted,  considerations  of  policy  gradually  overcame  his  wrath, 
and  induced  him  to  relax. 

Phokion  returned  to  Athens  as  the  bearer  of  Alexander’s 
concessions,  thus  relieving  the  Athenians  from  extreme  anxiety 
and  peril.  His  influence  —  already  great  and  of  long  standing, 
since  for  years  past  he  had  been  perpetually  re-elected  general 

became  greater  than  ever,  while  that  of  Demosthenes  and  tha 
other  anti-Macedonian  orators  must  have  been  lowered.  It  was 
no  mean  advantage  to  Alexander,  victorious  as  he  was,  to  secure 
the  incorruptible  Phokion  as  leader  of  the  macedonizing  party 
at  Athens.  His  projects  against  Persia  were  mainly  exposed  to 
failure  from  the  possibility  of  opposition  being  raised  against 
him  in  Greece  by  the  agency  of  Persian  money  and  ships.  To 
keep  Athens  out  of  such  combinations,  he  had  to  rely  upon  the 
personal  influence  and  party  of  Phokion,  whom  he  knew  to  have 
always  dissuaded  her  from  resistance  to  the  ever-growing  ag¬ 
grandizement  of  his  father  Philip.  In  his  conversation  with 


tton  of  the  ten  citizens.  He  (Arrian)  affirms  that  immediately  on  hearing 
the  capture  of  Thebes,  the  Athenians  passed  a  vote,  on  the  motion  of 
Demades,  to  send  ten  envoys,  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  satisfaction 
that  Alexander  had  come  home  safely  from  the  Illyrians,  and  that  he  had 
punished  the  Thebans  for  their  revolt.  Alexander  (according  to  Arrian) 
received  this  mission  courteously,  but  replied  by  sending  a  letter  to  the 
Athenian  people,  insisting  on  the  surrender  of  the  ten  citizens. 

Now  both  Diodorus  and  Plutarch  represent  the  mission  of  Demades  as 
posterior  to  the  demand  made  by  Alexander  for  the  ten  citizens )  and  that  it 
was  intended  to  meet  and  deprecate  that  demand. 

In  my  judgment,  Arrian’s  tale  is  the  less  credible  of  the  two.  I  think  it 
highly  improbable  that  the  Athenians  would  by  public  vote  express  satis¬ 
faction  that  Alexander  had  punished  the  Thebans  for  their  revolt.  If  the 
macedonizing  party  at  Athens  was  strong  enough  to  carry  so  ignominious 
a  vote,  they  would  also  have  been  strong  enough  to  carry  the  subsequent 
proposition  of  Phokion  —  that  the  ten  citizens  demanded  should  be  surren¬ 
dered.  The  fact,  that  the  Athenians  afforded  willing  shelter  to  the  Theban 
fugitives,  is  a  farther  reason  for  disbelieving  this  alleged  vote. 
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Phokion  on  the  intended  Asiatic  expedition,  Alexander  took 
gome  pains  to  flatter  the  pride  of  Athens  by  describing  her  as 
second  only  to  himself,  and  as  entitled  to  the  headship  of  Greece, 
in  case  any  thing  should  happen  to  him.1  Such  compliments 
were  suitable  to  be  repeated  in  the  Athenian  assembly :  indeed 
the  Macedonian  prince  might  naturally  prefer  the  idea  of  Athen¬ 
ian  headship  to  that  of  Spartan,  seeing  that  Sparta  stood  aloof 
from  him,  an  open  recusant. 

The  animosity  of  Alexander  being  appeased,  Athens  resumed 
her  position  as  a  member  of  the  confederacy  under  his  imperial 
authority.  Without  visiting  Attica,  he  now  marched  to  the  Isth¬ 
mus  of  Corinth,  where  he  probably  received  from  various  Gre¬ 
cian  cities  deputations  deprecating  his  displeasure,  and  proclaim¬ 
ing  their  submission  to  his  imperial  authority.  He  also  probably 
presided  at  a  meeting  of  the  Grecian  synod,  where  he  would  dic¬ 
tate  the  contingents  required  for  his  intended  Asiatic  expedition 
in  the  ensuing  spring.  To  the  universal  deference  and  submis¬ 
sion  which  greeted  him,  one  exception  was  found  —  the  Cynic 
philosopher  Diogenes,  who  resided  at  Corinth,  satisfied  with  a 
tub  for  shelter,  and  with  the  coarsest  and  most  self-denying  exist¬ 
ence.  Alexander  approached  him  with  a  numerous  suite,  and 
asked  him  if  he  wished  for  anything ;  upon  which  Diogenes  is 
said  to  have  replied,  —  “  Nothing,  except  that  you  would  stand 
a  little  out  of  my  sunshine.”  Both  the  philosopher  and  his  reply 
provoked  laughter  from  the  bystanders,  but  Alexander  himself 
was  so  impressed  with  the  independent  and  self-sufficing  charac¬ 
ter  manifested,  that  he  exclaimed,  —  “If  I  were  not  Alexander, 
I  would  be  Diogenes.”2 

Having  visited  the  oracle  of  Delphi,  and  received  or  extorted 
from  the  priestess3  an  answer  bearing  favorable  promise  for  his 
Asiatic  schemes,  he  returned  to  Macedonia  before  the  winter. 
The  most  important  permanent  effect  of  his  stay  in  Greece  was 
the  re-constitution  of  Bceotia ;  that  is,  the  destruction  of  Thebes, 
and  the  reconstitution  of  Orchomenus,  Thespiae,  and  Plataea,  di¬ 
viding  between  them  the  Theban  territory ;  all  guarded  and 


*  Plutarch,  Phokicn,  17  ;  Plutarch,  Alexand.  13. 

*  Plutarch,  Alex.  14  3  Plutarch,  Alex.  14. 
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controlled  by  a  Macedonian  garrison  in  the  Kadmeia.  It  would 
have  been  interesting  to  learn  some  details  about  this  process  of 
destruction  and  restitution  of  the  Boeotian  towns ;  a  process  not 
only  calling  forth  strong  manifestations  of  sentiment,  but  also  in¬ 
volving  important  and  difficult  questions  to  settle.  But  unfortu¬ 
nately  we  are  not  permitted  to  know  anything  beyond  the  gene¬ 
ral  fact. 

Alexander  left  Greece  for  Pella  in  the  autumn  of  335  b.  c., 
and  never  saw  it  again. 

It  appears,  that  during  this  summer,  while  he  was  occupied  in 
his  Illyrian  and  Theban  operations,  the  Macedonian  force  under 
Parmenio  in  Asia  had  had  to  contend  against  a  Persian  army, 
or  Greek  mercenaries,  commanded  by  Memnon  the  Rhodian. 
Parmenio,  marching  into  iEolis,  besieged  and  took  Grynium ; 
after  which  he  attacked  Pitane,  but  was  compelled  by  Memnon 
to  raise  the  siege.  Memnon  even  gained  a  victory  over  the 
Macedonian  force  under  Kallas  in  the  Troad,  compelling  them 
to  retire  to  Rhoeteum.  But  he  failed  in  an  attempt  to  surprise 
Kyzikus,  and  was  obliged  to  content  himself  with  plundering  the 
adjoining  territory.1  It  is  affirmed  that  Darius  was  engaged  this 
summer  in  making  large  preparations,  naval  as  well  as  military, 
to  resist  the  intended  expedition  of  Alexander,  Yet  all  that  we 
hear  of  what  was  actually  done  implies  nothing  beyond  a  mode¬ 
rate  force 


CHAPTER  XCII. 

ASIATIC  CAMPAIGNS  OF  ALEXANDER. 

A  year  and  some  months  had  sufficed  for  Alexander  to  make 
a  first  display  of  his  energy  and  military  skill,  destined  for 
achievements  yet  greater ;  and  to  crush  the  growing  aspirations 


1  Diodor.  xvi.  7 
5 


▼  OL.  XII. 
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for  freedom  among  Greeks  on  the  south,  as  well  as  among  Thrar 
cians  on  the  north,  of  Macedonia.  The  ensuing  winter  was  em¬ 
ployed  in  completing  his  preparations  ;  so  that  early  in  the  spring 
of  334  b.  c.,  his  army  destined  for  the  conquest  of  Asia  was  mus¬ 
tered  between  Pella  and  Amphipolis,  while  his  fleet  was  at  hand 
to  lend  support. 

The  whole  of  Alexander’s  remaining  life  —  from  his  crossing 
the  Hellespont  in  March  or  April  334  b.  c.,  to  his  death  at  Bab¬ 
ylon  in  June  323  b.  c.,  eleven  years  and  two  or  three  months  — 
was  passed  in  Asia,  amidst  unceasing  military  operations,  and 
ever-multiplied  conquests.  He  never  lived  to  revisit  Macedo¬ 
nia  ;  but  his  achievements  were  on  so  transcendent  a  scale,  his 
acquisitions  of  territory  so  unmeasured,  and  his  thirst  for  farther 
aggrandizement  still  so  insatiate,  that  Macedonia  sinks  into  insig¬ 
nificance  in  the  list  of  his  possessions.  Much  more  do  the  Gre¬ 
cian  cities  dwindle  into  outlying  appendages  of  a  newly-grown 
Oriental  empire.  During  all  these  eleven  years,  the  history  of 
Greece  is  almost  a  blank,  except  here  and  there  a  few  scattered 
events.  It  is  only  at  the  death  of  Alexander  that  the  Grecian 
cities  again  awaken  into  active  movement. 

The  Asiatic  conquests  of  Alexander  do  not  belong  directly 
and  literally  to  the  province  of  an  historian  of  Greece.  They 
were  achieved  by  armies  of  which  the  general,  the  principal  offi¬ 
cers,  and  most  part  of  the  soldiers,  were  Macedonian.  The 
Greeks  who  served  with  him  were  only  auxiliaries,  along  with 
the  Thracians  and  Paeonians.  Though  more  numerous  than  all 
the  other  auxiliaries,  they  did  not  constitute,  like  the  Ten  Thou¬ 
sand  Greeks  in  the  army  of  the '  younger  Cyrus,  the  force  on 
which  he  mainly  relied  for  victory.  His  chief-secretary,  Eume- 
nes  of  Kardia,  was  a  Greek,  and  probably  most  of  the  civil  and 
intellectual  functions  connected  with  the  service  were  also  per¬ 
formed  by  Greeks.  Many  Greeks  also  served  in  the  army  of 
Persia  against  him,  and  composed  indeed  a  larger  proportion  of 
the  real  force  (disregarding  mere  numbers)  in  the  army  of  Da¬ 
rius  than  in  that  of  Alexander.  Hence  the  expedition  becomes 
indirectly  incorporated  with  the  stream  of  Grecian  history  by  the 
powerful  auxiliary  agency  of  Greeks  on  both  sides  —  and  still 
more,  by  its  connection  with  previous  projects,  dreams,  and 
legends,  long  antecedent  to  the  aggrandizement  of  Macedon  —  as 
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well  as  by  the  character  which  Alexander  thought  fit  to  assume. 
To  take  revenge  on  Persia  for  the  invasion  of  Greece  by  Xer¬ 
xes,  and  to  liberate  the  Asiatic  Greeks,  had  been  the  scheme  of 
the  Spartan  Agesilaus,  and  of  the  Phersuan  Jason  ;  with  hopes 
grounded  on  the  memorable  expedition  and  safe  return  of  the 
Ten  Thousand.  It  had  been  recommended  by  the  rhetor  Isok- 
rates,  first  to  the  combined  force  of  Greece,  while  yet  Grecian 
cities  were  free,  under  the  joint  headship  of  Athens  and  Sparta 
«—  next,  to  Philip  of  Macedon  as  the  chief  of  united  Greece, 
when  his  victorious  arms  had  extorted  a  recognition  of  headship, 
setting  aside  both  Athens  and  Sparta.  The  enterprising  ambi¬ 
tion  of  Philip  was  well  pleased  to  be  nominated  chief  of  Greece 
for  the  execution  of  this  project.  From  him  it  passed  to  his  yet 
more  ambitious  son. 

Though  really  a  scheme  of  Macedonian  appetite  and  for 
Macedonian  aggrandizement,  the  expedition  against  Asia  thus 
becomes  thrust  into  the  series  of  Grecian  events,  under  the  Pan- 
hellenic  pretence  of  retaliation  for  the  long  past  insults  of  Xer¬ 
xes.  I  call  it  a  pretence ,  because  it  had  ceased  to  be  a  real  Hel¬ 
lenic  feeling,  and  served  now  two  different  purposes  ;  first,  to  en¬ 
noble  the  undertaking  in  the  eyes  of  Alexander  himself,  whose 
mind  was  very  accessible  to  religious  and  legendary  sentiment, 
and  who  willingly  identified  himself  with  Agamemnon  or  Achil¬ 
les,  immortalized  as  executors  of  the  collective  vengeance  of 
Greece  for  Asiatic  insult  —  next,  to  assist  in  keeping  the  Greeks 
quiet  during  his  absence.  He  was  himself  aware  that  the  real 
sympathies  of  the  Greeks  were  rather  adverse  than  favorable  to 
his  success. 

Apart  from  this  body  of  extinct  sentiment,  ostentatiously  re¬ 
kindled  for  Alexander’s  purposes,  the  position  of  the  Greeks  in 
reference  to  his  Asiatic  conquests  was  very  much  the  same  as 
that  of  the  German  contingents,  especially  those  of  the  Confede¬ 
ration  of  the  Rhine,  who  served  in  the  grand  army  with  which 
the  Emperor  Napoleon  invaded  Russia  in  1812.  They  had  no 
public  interest  in  the  victory  of  the  invader,  which  could  end 
only  by  reducing  them  to  still  greater  prostration.  They  were 
likely  to  adhere  to  their  leader  as  long  as  his  power  continued 
unimpaired,  but  no  longer.  Yet  Napoleon  thought  himself  enti¬ 
tled  to  reckon  upon  them  as  if  they  had  been  F renchmen,  and  t« 
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denounce  the  Germans  in  the  service  of  Russia  as  traitors  who 
had  forfeited  the  allegiance  which  they  owed  to  him.  We  find 
him  drawing  the  same  pointed  distinction  between  the  Russian 
and  the  German  prisoners  taken,  as  Alexander  made  between 
Asiatic  and  Grecian  prisoners.  These  Grecian  prisoners  th8 
Macedonian  prince  reproached  as  guilty  of  treason  against  the 
proclaimed  statute  of  collective  Hellas,  whereby  he  had  been  de¬ 
clared  general,  and  the  Persian  king  a  public  enemy.1 

Hellas,  as  a  political  aggregate,  has  now  ceased  to  exist,  except 
in  so  far  as  Alexander  employs  the  name  for  his  own  purposes. 
Its  component  members  are  annexed  as  appendages,  doubtless 
of  considerable  value,  to  the  Macedonian  kingdom.  Fourteen 
years  before  Alexander’s  accession,  Demosthenes,  while  instigat¬ 
ing  the  Athenians  to  uphold  Olynthus  against  Philip,  had  told 
them2  —  “  The  Macedonian  power,  considered  as  an  appendage, 


1  Arrian,  i.  16,  10 ;  i.  29.  9,  about  the  Grecian  prisoners  taken  at  the  vic¬ 
tory  of  the  Granikus  —  oaovg  6s  avrov  aixpaTabrovg  eXafSe,  rovrovg  de  drjoag 
ev  7 rcdaif,  eig  M aaedovlav  airene/xi Jjev  epyu&odai,  ore  napa  to.  Koivy  do^avra 
roig  'EAA? /env,  *E 'AXijveg  dvreg,  kvuvria  rij  'EAAadt  virep  tuv  j3ap(3apa)v  r/xa- 
Xovto.  Also  iii.  23,  15,  about  the  Grecian  soldiers  serving  with  the  Per¬ 
sians,  and  made  prisoners  in  Hyrkania  —  ’A dmeiv  yap  peyaXa  (said  Alex¬ 
ander)  rovg  GTparevofxevivg  evavna  Tr)  'EX/iaoi  tt apa  roig  ftapftapotg  irapd 
ra  doy/iara  tCjv  'EA/l rjvuv. 

Toward  the  end  of  October  1812,  near  Moscow,  General  Winzingeroae, 
a  German  officer  in  the  Russian  service,  —  with  his  aide-de-camp  a  native 
Russian,  Narishkin,  —  became  prisoner  of  the  French.  He  was  brought  to 
Napoleon — “At  the  sight  of  that  German  general,  all  the  secret  resent¬ 
ments  of  Napoleon  took  fire.  ‘  Who  are  you  (he  exclaimed) ?  a  man  with¬ 
out  a  country  !  When  I  was  at  war  with  the  Austrians,  I  found  you  in 
their  ranks.  Austria  has  become  my  ally,  and  you  have  entered  into  the 
Russian  service.  You  have  been  one  of  the  warmest  instigators  of  the  pre¬ 
sent  war.  Nevertheless,  you  are  a  native  of  the  Confederation  of  the 
Rhine:  you  are  my  subject.  You  are  not  an  ordinary  enemy :  you  are  a 
rebel :  I  have  a  right  to  bring  you  to  trial.  Gens  d'armes ,  seize  this  man !  * 
Then  addressing  the  aide-de-camp  of  Winzingerode,  Napoleon  said,  ‘  As 
for  you,  Count  Narishkin,  I  have  nothing  to  reproach  you  with :  you  are  a 
Russian,  you  are  doing  your  duty  ’”  (Sdgur’s  account  of  the  Campaign 
in  Russia,  book  ix.  ch.  vi.  p.  132.) 

Napoleon  did  not  realize  these  threats  against  Winzingerode ;  but  his 
language  expresses  just  the  same  sentiment  as  that  of  Alexander  toward® 
the  captive  Greeks. 

*  Demosth.  Olyn^h.  ii.  p  14  *0 Hug  pev  yap  i]  biatudoviup  dvvapeg  * a* 
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is  of  no  mean  value ;  but  by  itself,  it  is  weak  and  full  of  embar¬ 
rassments.”  Inverting  the  position  of  the  parties,  these  wordg 
represent  exactly  what  Greece  herself  had  become,  in  reference 
to  Macedonia  and  Persia,  at  the  time  of  Alexander’s  accession. 
Had  the  Persians  played  their  game  with  tolerable  prudence  and 
vigor,  his  success  would  have  been  measured  by  the  degree  to 
which  he  could  appropriate  Grecian  force  to  himself,  and  with¬ 
hold  it  from  his  enemy. 

Alexander’s  memorable  and  illustrious  manifestations,  on 
which  we  are  now  entering,  are  those,  not  of  the  ruler  or  politi 
cian,  but  of  the  general  and  the  soldier.  In  this  character  his 
appearance  forms  a  sort  of  historical  epoch.  It  is  not  merely  in 
soldier-like  qualities  —  in  the  most  forward  and  even  adventur¬ 
ous  bravery —  in  indefatigable  personal  activity,  and  in  endur¬ 
ance  as  to  hardship  and  fatigue,  —  that  he  stands  pre-eminent ; 
though  these  qualities  alone,  when  found  in  a  king,  act  so  pow¬ 
erfully  on  those  under  his  command,  that  they  suffice  to  produce 
great  achievements,  even  when  combined  with  generalship  not 
surpassing  the  average  of  his  age.  But  in  generalship,  Alexan¬ 
der  was  yet  more  above  the  level  of  his  contemporaries.  His 
strategic  combinations,  his  employment  of  different  descriptions 
of  force  conspiring  towards  one  end,  his  long-sighted  plans  for 
the  prosecution  of  campaigns,  his  constant  foresight  and  resource 
against  new  difficulties,  together  with  rapidity  of  movement  even 
in  the  worst  country  —  all  on  a  scale  of  prodigious  magnitude  — 
are  without  parallel  in  ancient  history.  They  carry  the  art  of 
systematic  and  scientific  warfare  to  a  degree  of  efficiency,  such 
as  even  successors  trained  in  his  school  were  unable  to  keep  up 
unimpaired. 

We  must  recollect  however  that  Alexander  found  the  Mace¬ 
donian  military  system  built  up  by  Philip,  and  had  only  to  apply 
and  enlarge  it.  As  transmitted  to  him,  it  embodied  the  accumu¬ 
lated  result  and  matured  fruit  of  a  series  of  successive  improve¬ 
ments,  applied  by  Grecian  tacticians  to  the  primitive  Hellenic 
arrangements.  During  the  sixty  years  before  the  accession  of 


apx^l  k  v  pev  Trpoo&r/Kric  p  e  p  e  i  kari  tl<;  ov  ap.inpa ,  olov  in triple  n  od* 

iplv  eirl  T ipodtov  npd<;  ’O/lvvi 9/ouf.... . avTrj  6k  «a#’  avTr/v  ua&evr/c;  kz' 

ttoAAwv  KaKilv  f art  pearjj. 
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Alexander,  the  art  of  war  had  been  conspicuously  progressive  — 
to  the  sad  detriment  of  Grecian  political  freedom.  “  Everything 
around  us  (says  Demosthenes  addressing  the  people  of  Athens 
in  342  b.  c.,)  has  been  in  advance  for  some  years  past  —  nothing 
is  like  what  it  was  formerly  —  but  nowhere  is  the  alteration  and 
enlargement  more  conspicuous  than  in  the  affairs  of  war.  For¬ 
merly,  the  Lacedaemonians  as  well  as  other  Greeks  did  nothing 
more  than  invade  each  other’s  territory,  during  the  four  oi  live 
summer  months,  with  their  native  force  of  citizen  hoplites :  in 
winter  they  stayed  at  home.  But  now  we  see  Philip  in  constant 
action,  winter  as  well  as  summer,  attacking  all  around  him,  not 
merely  with  Macedonian  hoplites,  but  with  cavalry,  light  infan¬ 
try,  bowmen,  foreigners  of  all  descriptions,  and  siege-batteries.”1 

I  have  in  my  last  two  volumes  dwelt  upon  this  progressive 
change  in  the  character  of  Grecian  soldiership.  At  Athens,  and 
in  most  other  parts  of  Greece,  the  burghers  had  become  averse 
to  hard  and  active  military  service.  The  use  of  arms  had  passed 
mainly  to  professional  soldiers,  who,  without  any  feeling  of  citi¬ 
zenship,  served  wherever  good  pay  was  offered,  and  became  im¬ 
mensely  multiplied,  to  the  detriment  and  danger  of  Grecian  soci¬ 
ety.2  Many  of  these  mercenaries  were  lightly  armed  —  peltasts 
served  in  combination  with  the  hoplites.8  Iphikrates  greatly  im¬ 
proved  and  partly  re-armed  the  peltasts ;  whom  he  employed 
conjointly  with  hoplites  so  effectively  as  to  astonish  his  contem¬ 
poraries.4  His  innovation  was  farther  developed  by  the  great 


5  Demosth.  Philipp,  iii.  p.  123,  124:  compare  Olynth.  ii.  p.  22.  I  give 
here  the  substance  of  what  is  said  by  the  orator,  not  strictly  adhering  to  his 
words. 

2  Isokrates,  in  several  of  his  discourses,  notes  the  gradual  increase  of 
these  mercenaries  —  men  without  regular  means  of  subsistence,  or  fixed 
residence,  or  civic  obligations.  Or.  iv.  (Panegyr.)  s.  195;  Or.  v.  (Philip- 
pus),  s.  112-142;  Or.  viii.  (De  Pace),  s.  31-56. 

3  Xenoph.  Magist.  Equit.  ix.  4.  Ohio  6'  eyu  nai  Aane6ai[ioviois  rd  imu- 
ndv  dp^dpevov  evdoiapeiv,  enei  %evovg  imreaq  npooe’Aajiov  Kai  kv  rat f  dAAatf 
toXeoi  7r avraxov  tu  £eviku  opu  evdoKipovvTa. 

Compare  Demosth.  Philippic,  i.  p  46;  Xenoph.  Hellenic,  iv.  4,  14;  Isok* 
rates,  Orat.  vii.  ( Areopagit  ),  s.  93. 

4  For  an  explanation  of  the  improved  arming  of  peltasts  introduced  by 
Iphikrates,  see  Vol.  IX.  Ch.  lxxv.  p.  335  of  this  History.  Respecting  these 
improvements,  the  statements  both  of  Diodorus  (xv.  44)  and  of  Nepos  art 
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military  genius  of  Epaminondas ;  who  not  only  made  infantry 
and  cavalry,  light-armed  and  heavy-armed,  conspire  to  one 
scheme  of  operations,  but  also  completely  altered  the  received 
principles  of  battle-manoeuvring,  by  concentrating  an  irresistible 
force  of  attack  on  one  point  of  the  enemy’s  line,  and  keeping  the 
rest  of  his  own  line  more  on  the  defensive.  Besides  these  im¬ 
portant  improvements,  realized  by  generals  in  actual  practice, 
intelligent  officers  like  Xenophon  embodied  the  results  of  their 
military  experience  in  valuable  published  criticisms.* 1  Such 
were  the  lessons  which  the  Macedonian  Philip  learnt  and  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  enslavement  of  those  Greeks,  especially  of  the  The¬ 
bans,  from  whom  they  were  derived.  In  his  youth,  as  a  hostage 
at  Thebes,  he  had  probably  conversed  with  Epaminondas,  and 
must  certainly  have  become  familiar  with  the  Theban  military 
arrangements.  He  had  every  motive,  not  merely  from  ambition, 
of  conquest,  but  even  from  the  necessities  of  defence,  to  turn 
them  to  account :  and  he  brought  to  the  task  military  genius  and 
aptitude  of  the  highest  order.  In  arms,  in  evolutions,  in  engines, 
in  regimenting,  in  war-office  arrangements,  he  introduced  impor¬ 
tant  novelties ;  bequeathing  to  his  successors  the  Macedonian 
military  system,  which,  with  improvements  by  his  son,  lasted  un¬ 
til  the  conquest  of  the  country  by  Rome,  near  two  centuries  af¬ 
terwards. 

The  military  force  of  Macedonia,  in  the  times  anterior  to 


obscure.  MM.  Riistow  and  Kochly  (in  their  valuable  work,  Geschichte  des 
Griechischen  Kriegswesens,  Aarau,  1852,  B.  ii.  p.  164)  have  interpreted  the 
statements  in  a  sense  to  which  I  cannot  subscribe.  They  think  that  Iphi- 
krates  altered  not  only  the  arming  of  peltasts,  but  also  that  of  hoplites ;  a 
supposition,  which  I  see  nothing  to  justify. 

1  Besides  the  many  scattered  remarks  in  the  Anabasis,  the  Cyropaedia  is 
full  of  discussion  and  criticism  on  military  phaenomena.  It  is  remarkable 
to  what  an  extent  Xenophon  had  present  to  his  mind  all  the  exigencies  of 
war,  and  the  different  ways  of  meeting  them.  See  as  an  example,  Cyropaed. 
vi.  2 ,  ii.  1. 

The  work  on  sieges,  by  jEneas  (Poliorketica),  is  certainly  anterior  to  the 
military  improvements  of  Philip  of  Macedon  :  probably  about  the  beginning 
of  his  reign.  See  the  preface  to  it  by  Riistow  and  Kochly,  p.  8,  in  theif 
edition  of  Die  Griechischen  Kriegs-schriftsteller,  Leips.  1853.  In  this 
work,  allusion  is  made  to  several  others,  now  lost,  by  the  same  author  ■«» 
UapaaafvaaTiKTj  n opiormn  fiiQhoc,  XTparonedevTiKf},  etc 
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Philip,  appears  to  have  consisted,  like  that  of  Thessaly,  in  a 
well-armed  and  well-mounted  cavalry,  formed  from  the  substan¬ 
tial  proprietors  of  the  country  —  and  in  a  numerous  assemblage 
of  peltasts  or  light  infantry  (somewhat  analogous  to  the  Thes¬ 
salian  Penestae)  :  these  latter  were  the  rural  population,  shep¬ 
herds  or  cultivators,  who  tended  sheep  and  cattle,  or  tilled  the 
earth,  among  the  spacious  mountains  and  valleys  of  Upper  Mace¬ 
donia.  The  Grecian  towns  near  the  coast,  and  the  few  Mace¬ 
donian  towns  in  the  interior,  had  citizen-hoplites  better  armed ; 
but  foot-service  was  not  in  honor  among  the  natives,  and  the 
Macedonian  infantry  in  their  general  character  were  hardly  more 
than  a  rabble.  At  the  period  of  Philip’s  accession,  they  were 
armed  with  nothing  better  than  rusty  swords  and  wicker  shields, 
noway  sufficient  to  make  head  against  the  inroads  of  their  Thra¬ 
cian  and  Illyrian  neighbors ;  before  whom  they  were  constantly 
compelled  to  flee  for  refuge  up  into  the  mountains.1  Their  con¬ 
dition  was  that  of  a  poor  herdsman,  half-naked  or  covered  only 
with  hides,  and  eating  from  wooden  platters :  not  much  different 
from  that  of  the  population  of  Upper  Macedonia  three  centuries 
before,  when  first  visited  by  Perdikkas  the  ancestor  of  the 
Macedonian  kings,  and  when  the  wife  of  the  native  prince  baked 
bread  with  her  own  hands.2 * * * * * * 9  On  the  other  hand,  though  the  Mace¬ 
donian  infantry  was  thus  indifferent,  the  cavalry  of  the  country 


1  See  the  striking  speech  addressed  by  Alexander  to  the  discontented 

Macedonian  soldiers,  a  few  months  before  his  death,  at  Opis  or  Susa  (Ar¬ 

rian,  vii). 

. ^iTinrrrog  ycLp  -irapaXa/Sdv  vpaq  TchavrjTaq  Kal  inropovq,  kv  ditydipaiq 

Toi if  iroXXovq  vipovraq  ava  ra  oprj  Ttpofiara  Kara  ohtya,  Kal  inrep  tovtiov 

KaKtiq  paxopivovq  ’ITiTivpiolq  te  Kal  T pi(3a?i?Lolq  Kal  rolq  opopoiq  Qpatjl,  x^a~ 
fivbaq  juev  vplv  avrl  tuv  bup’&Epuv  Qopeiv  e6uke,  KaTiyyaye  6e  ek  tuv  opu v 
iq  to,  iredia,  a^iopaxovq  Karaarpaaq  rolq  Ttpoox&poiq  twv  (3ap(3apuv ,  dq  ptf 
XCjp'llOV  ETl  OXVpOTTJTL  ITlGTSVOVTaq  /Liadov  7}  T\ 7  OLKELOL  iipETrj  aufcadat . 

In  the  version  of  the  same  speech  given  by  Curtius  (x.  10,  23),  we  find, 
“Modo  sub  Philippo  seminudis,  amicula  ex  purpurA  sordent,  aurum  et 
argentum  oculi  ferre  non  possunt :  lignea  enim  vasa  desiderant,  et  ex  crati- 
bus  scuta  rubiginemque  gladiorum,”  etc. 

Compare  the  description  given  by  Thucydides,  iv  124,  of  the  army  ci 
Brasidas  and  Perdikkas,  where  the  Macedonian  foot  are  described  as  dXAfcf 
5fu?iOq  tuv  (3ap/3apuv  teoKvc 

9  Herodot.  viii.  137 
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was  excellent,  both  in  the  Peloponnesian  war,  and  in  the  war 
carried  on  by  Sparta  against  Olynthus  more  than  twenty  years 
afterwards.1  These  horsemen,  like  the  Thessalians,  charged 
in  compact  order,  carrying  as  their  principal  weapon  of  offence, 
not  javelins  to  be  hurled,  but  the  short  thrusting-pike  for  close 
combat. 

Thus  defective  was  the  military  organization  which  Philip 
found.  Under  his  auspices  it  was  cast  altogether  anew.  The 
poor  and  hardy  Landwehr  of  Macedonia,  constantly  on  the 
defensive  against  predatory  neighbors,  formed  an  excellent  mate¬ 
rial  for  soldiers,  and  proved  not  intractable  to  the  innovations  of 
a  warlike  prince.  They  were  placed  under  constant  training  in 
the  regular  rank  and  file  of  heavy  infantry :  they  were  moreover 
brought  to  adopt  a  new  description  of  arm,  not  only  in  itself  very 
difficult  to  manage,  but  also  comparatively  useless  to  the  soldier 
when  fighting  single-handed,  and  only  available  by  a  body  of 
men  in  close  order,  trained  to  move  or  stand  together.  The  new 
weapon,  of  which  we  first  hear  the  name  in  the  army  of  Philip, 
was  the  sarissa  —  the  Macedonian  pike  or  lance.  The  sarissa 
was  used  both  by  the  infantry  of  his  phalanx,  and  by  particular 
regiments  of  his  cavalry ;  in  both  cases  it  was  long,  though  that 
of  the  phalanx  was  much  the  longer  of  the  two.  The  regiments 
of  cavalry  called  Sarissophori  or  Lancers  were  a  sort  of  light- 
horse,  carrying  a  long  lance,  and  distinguished  from  the  heavier 
cavalry  intended  for  the  shock  of  hand  combat,  who  carried  the 
xyston  or  short  pike.  The  sarissa  of  this  cavalry  may  have 
been  fourteen  feet  in  length,  as  long  as  the  Cossack  pike  now  is ; 
that  of  the  infantry  in  phalanx  was  not  less  than  twenty-one  feet 
long.  This  dimension  is  so  prodigious  and  so  unwieldy,  that  we 
should  hardly  believe  it,  if  it  did  not  come  attested  by  the  dis¬ 
tinct  assertion  of  an  historian  like  Polybius. 

The  extraordinary  reach  of  the  sarissa  or  pike  constituted  the 
prominent  attribute  and  force  of  the  Macedonian  phalanx.  The 
phalangites  were  drawn  up  in  files  generally  sixteen  deep,  each 
called  a  Lochus ;  with  an  interval  of  three  feet  between  each 
two  soldiers  from  front  to  rear.  In  front  stood  the  lochage,  & 


1  Thucvd.  ii.  100;  Xenoph.  Hellen.  v  2,  40-42. 
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man  of  superior  strength,  and  of  tried  military  experience.  The 
second  and  third  men  in  the  file,  as  well  as  the  rearmost  man 
who  brought  up  the  whole,  were  also  picked  soldiers,  receiving 
larger  pay  than  the  rest.  Now  the  sarissa,  when  in  horizontal 
position,  was  held  with  both  hands  (distinguished  in  this  respect 
from  the  pike  of  the  Grecian  hoplite,  which  occupied  only  one 
hand,  the  other  being  required  for  the  shield),  and  so  held  that 
it  projected  fifteen  feet  before  the  body  of  the  pikeman ;  while 
the  hinder  portion  of  six  feet  so  weighted  as  to  make  the  pressure 
convenient  in  such  division.  Hence,  the  sarissa  of  the  man 
standing  second  in  the  file,  projected  twelve  feet  beyond  the 
front  rank ;  that  of  the  third  man,  nine  feet ;  those  of  the  fourth 
and  fifth  ranks,  respectively  six  feet  and  three  feet.  There  was 
thus  presented  a  quintuple  series  of  pikes  by  each  file,  to  meet 
an  advancing  enemy.  Of  these  five,  the  three  first  would  be 
decidedly  of  greater  projection,  and  even  the  fourth  of  not  less 
projection,  than  the  pikes  of  Grecian  hoplites  coming  up  as  ene¬ 
mies  to  the  charge.  The  ranks  behind  the  fifth,  while  serving 
to  sustain  and  press  onward  the  front,  did  not  carry  the  sarissa 
in  a  horizontal  position,  but  slanted  it  over  the  shoulders  of  those 
before  them,  so  as  to  break  the  force  of  any  darts  or  arrows 
which  might  be  shot  over  head  from  the  rear  ranks  of  the 
enemy.1 

The  phalangite  (soldier  of  the  phalanx)  was  farther  pro¬ 
vided  with  a  short  sword,  a  circular  shield  of  rather  more  than 
two  feet  in  diameter,  a  breast-piece,  leggings,  and  a  kausia  or 
broad-brimrned-hat  —  the  head-covering  common  in  the  Mace¬ 
donian  army.  But  the  long  pikes  were  in  truth  the  main  weap¬ 
ons  of  defence  as  well  as  of  offence.  They  were  destined  to 
contend  against  the  charge  of  Grecian  hoplites  with  the  one- 
handed  pike  and  heavy  shield ;  especially  against  the  most  for¬ 
midable  manifestation  of  that  force,  the  deep  Theban  column 
organized  by  Epaminondas.  This  was  what  Philip  had  to  deal 
with,  at  his  accession,  as  the  irresistible  infantry  of  Greece, 
bearing  down  everything  before  it  by  thrust  of  pike  and  propul¬ 
sion  of  shield.  He  provided  the  means  of  vanquishing  it,  by 


1  Respecting  the  length  of  the  pike  of  the  Macedonian  phalanx,  see  Ap* 
pendix  to  this  Chapter 


MACEDONIAN  PHALANX. 


59 


training  his  poor  Macedonian  infantry  to  the  systematic  use  ot 
the  long  two-handed  pike.  The  Theban  column,  charging  a  pha¬ 
lanx  so  armed,  found  themselves  unable  to  break  into  the  array  of 
protended  pikes,  or  to  come  to  push  of  shield.  We  are  told  that 
at  the  battle  of  Chaeroneia,'  the  front  rank  Theban  soldiers,  the 
chosen  men  of  the  city,  all  perished  on  the  ground ;  and  this  is 
not  wonderful,  when  we  conceive  them  as  rushing,  by  their  own 
courage  as  well  as  by  the  pressure  upon  them  from  behind,  upon 
a  wall  of  Pikes  double  the  length  of  their  own.  We  must  look 
at  Philip’s  phalanx  with  reference  to  the  enemies  before  him,  not 
with  reference  to  the  later  Roman  organization,  which  Polybius 
brings  into  comparison.  It  answered  perfectly  the  purposes  of 
Philip,  who  wanted  mainly  to  stand  the  shock  in  front,  thus  over¬ 
powering  Grecian  hoplites  in  their  own  mode  of  attack.  Now 
Polybius  informs  us,  that  the  phalanx  was  never  once  beaten,  in 
front  and  on  ground  suitable  for  it ;  and  wherever  the  ground 
was  fit  for  hoplites,  it  was  also  fit  for  the  phalanx.  The  incon¬ 
veniences  of  Philip’s  array,  and  of  the  long  pikes,  arose  from 
the  incapacity  of  the  phalanx  to  change  its  front  or  keep  its  order 
on  unequal  ground ;  but  such  inconveniences  were  hardly  less 
felt  by  Grecian  hoplites.1 

The  Macedonian  phalanx,  denominated  the  Pezetasri2  or  Foot 
Companions  of  the  King,  comprised  the  general  body  of  native 


1  The  impression  of  admiration,  and  even  terror,  with  which  the  Roman 
general  Paulus  Emilius  was  seized,  on  first  seeing  the  Macedonian  phalanx 
in  battle  array  at  Pydna  —  has  been  recorded  by  Polybius  (Polybius,  Fragm. 
xxix.  6,  1 1  j  Livy,  xliv.  40). 

*  Harpokration  and  Photius,  v.  II e^eraipot,  Demosth.  Olynth  ii.  p.  23  ; 
Arrian,  iv.  23,  1.  rd> v  KE^ETaiptJv  Kahov/ievuv  rdf  Tu^eic,  and  ii.  23,  2,  etc. 

Since  we  know  from  Demosthenes  that  the  pezetasri  date  from  the  time 
of  Philip,  it  is  probable  that  the  passage  of  Anaximenes  (as  cited  by  Har¬ 
pokration  and  Photius)  which  refers  them  to  Alexander,  has  ascribed  to  the 
son  what  really  belongs  to  the  father.  The  term  kralpoi ,  in  reference  to  the 
kings  of  Macedonia,  first  appears  in  Plutarch,  Pelopidas,  27,  in  reference  to 
Ptolemy,  before  the  time  of  Philip  ;  see  Otto  Abel,  Makedonien  vor  Konig 
Philip,  p.  129  (the  passage  of  ASlian  referred  to  by  him  seems  of  little 
moment).  The  term  Companions  or  Comrades  had  under  Philip  a  meaning 
purely  military,  designating  foreigners  as  well  as  Macedonians  serving  in 
his  army:  see  Theopompus,  Frag.  249.  The  term,  originally  applied  only 
to  a  select  few,  was  by  degrees  extended  to  the  corps  generally. 
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infantry,  as  distinguished  from  special  corps  d'armee.  Tim 
largest  division  of  it  which  we  find  mentioned  under  Alexander, 
and  which  appears  under  the  command  of  a  general  of  division, 
is  called  a  Taxis.  How  many  of  these  Taxeis  there  were  in  all, 
we  do  not  know ;  the  original  Asiatic  army  of  Alexander  (apart 
from  what  he  left  at  home)  included  six  of  them,  coinciding 
apparently  with  the  provincial  allotments  of  the  country :  Ores* 
tae,  Lynkestae,  Elimiotae,  Tymphaei,  etc.1  The  writers  on  tactics 
give  us  a  systematic  scale  of  distribution  (ascending  from  the 
lowest  unit,  the  Lochus  of  sixteen  men,  by  successive  multiples 
of  two,  up  to  the  puadruple  phalanx  of  16,384  men)  as  pervading 
the  Macedonian  army.  Among  these  divisions,  that  which 
stands  out  as  most  fundamental  and  constant,  is  the  Syntagma, 
which  contained  sixteen  Loclii.  Forming  thus  a  square  of  six¬ 
teen  men  in  front  and  depth,  or  256  men,  it  was  at  the  same 
time  a  distinct  aggregate  or  permanent  battalion,  having  attached 
to  it  five  supernumeraries,  an  ensign,  a  rear-man,  a  trumpeter,  a 
herald,  and  an  attendant  or  orderly.2 *  Two  of  these  Syntagmas 
composed  a  body  of  512  men,  called  a  Pentakosiarchy,  which  in 
Philip’s  time  is  said  to  have  been  the  ordinary  regiment,  acting 
together  under  a  separate  command ;  but  several  of  these  were 
doubled  by  Alexander  when  he  reorganized  his  army  at  Susa,8 
so  as  to  form  regiments  of  1024  men,  each  under  its  Chiliarch, 
and  each  comprising  four  Syntagmas.  All  this  systematic  dis¬ 
tribution  of  the  Macedonian  military  force  when  at  home,  appears 
to  have  been  arranged  by  the  genius  of  Philip.  On  actual  for¬ 
eign  service,  no  numerical  precision  could  be  observed ;  a  regi¬ 
ment  or  a  division  could  not  always  contain  the  same  fixed  num- 


1  Arrian,  i.  14,  3.  iii.  16,  19;  Diodor.  xvii.  57.  Compare  the  note  of 
Schtnieder  on  the  above  passage  of  Arrian ;  also  Droysen,  Geschichte 
Alexanders  des  Grossen,  p.  95,  96,  and  the  elaborate  note  of  Miitzel  on 
Curtius,  v.  2,  3.  p.  400. 

The  passage  of  Arrian  (his  description  of  Alexander’s  army  arrayed  at 
the  Granikus)  is  confused,  and  seems  erroneous  in  some  words  of  the  textj 
yet  it  may  be  held  to  justify  the  supposition  of  six  Taxeis  of  pezetaeri  in 
Alexander’s  phalanx  on  that  day.  There  seem  also  to  be  six  Taxeis  at 
Arbdla  (iii.  11,  16). 

2  Arrian,  Tactic,  c.  10  .  ASlian,  Tactic,  c.  9. 

*  Curtius,  v.  2,  3. 
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ber  of  men.  But  as  to  the  array,  a  depth  of  sixteen,  for  the  files 
c£  the  phalangites,  appears  to  have  been  regarded  as  important 
and  characteristic,1  perhaps  essential  to  impart  a  feeling  of  con¬ 
fidence  to  the  troops.  It  was  a  depth  much  greater  than  was 
common  with  Grecian  hoplites,  and  never  surpassed  by  any 
Greeks  except  the  Thebans. 

But  the  phalanx,  though  an  essential  item,  was  yet  only  one 
among  many,  in  the  varied  military  organization  introduced  by 
Philip.  It  was  neither  intended,  nor  fit,  to  act  alone ;  being 
clumsy  in  changing  front  to  protect  itself  either  in  flank  or  rear, 
and  unable  to  adapt  itself  to  uneven  ground.  There  was  another 
description  of  infantry  organized  by  Philip  called  the  Hypaspists 
—  shield-bearers  or  Guards ; 2 3  originally  few  in  number,  and 
employed  for  personal  defence  of  the  prince  —  but  afterwards 
enlarged  into  several  distinct  corps  d'armee.  These  Hypaspists 
or  Guards  were  light  infantry  of  the  line ; 8  they  were  hoplites, 
keeping  regular  array  and  intended  for  close  combat,  but  more 
lightly  armed,  and  more  fit  for  diversities  of  circumstance  and 
position,  than  the  phalanx.  They  seem  to  have  fought  with  the 
one-handed  pike  and  shield,  like  the  Greeks ;  and  not  to  have 
carried  the  two-handed  phalangite  pike  or  sarissa.  They  occu¬ 
pied  a  sort  of  intermediate  place  between  the  heavy  infantry  of 
the  phalanx  properly  so  called  —  and  the  peltasts  and  light 
troops  generally.  Alexander  in  his  later  campaigns  had  them 
distributed  into  Chiliarchies  (how  the  distribution  stood  earlier, 
we  have  no  distinct  information,)  at  least  three  in  number,  and 
probably  more.4 *  "We  find  them  employed  by  him  in  forward 


1  This  is  to  be  seen  in  the  arrangement  made  by  Alexander  a  short  timo 
before  his  death,  when  he  incorporated  Macedonian  and  Persian  soldiers  in 
the  same  lochus ;  the  normal  depth  of  sixteen  was  retained ;  all  the  front 
ranks  or  privileged  men  being  Macedonians.  The  Macedonians  were 
much  hurt  at  seeing  their  native  regimental  array  shared  with  Asiatics 
(Arrian,  vii.  11,  5;  vii.  23,  4-8). 

*  The  proper  meaning  of  vnaoTTLoral,  as  guards  or  personal  attendants  on 
the  prince,  appears  in  Arrian,  i.  5,  3  ;  vii.  8,  6. 

Neoptolemus,  as  apxiviraJTuoTTit;  to  Alexander,  carried  the  shield  and 
lance  of  the  latter,  on  formal  occasions  (Plutarch,  Eumenes,  1). 

3  Arrian,  ii.  4,  3,  4 ;  ii.  20,  5. 

4  Arrian,  iv  30,  11  ,  v.  23,  11. 
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sud  aggressive  movements ;  first  his  light  troops  and  cavalrj  be* 
gin  the  attack  ;  next,  the  hypaspists  come  to  follow  it  up ;  lastly, 
the  phalanx  is  brought  up  to  support  them.  The  hypaspists  are 
used  also  for  assault  of  walled  places,  and  for  rapid  night  march¬ 
es.1  What  was  the  total  number  of  them,  we  do  not  know.2 

Besides  the  phalanx,  and  the  hypaspists  or  Guards,  the  Mace¬ 
donian  army  as  employed  by  Philip  and  Alexander  included  a 
numerous  assemblage  of  desultory  or  irregular  troops,  partly  na¬ 
tive  Macedonians,  partly  foreigners,  Thracians,  Pseonians,  etc. 
They  were  of  different  descriptions ;  peltasts,  darters,  and  bow¬ 
men.  The  best  of  them  appear  to  have  been  the  Agrianes,  a 
Paeon ian  tribe  expert  in  the  use  of  the  javelin.  All  of  them 
were  kept  in  vigorous  movement  by  Alexander,  on  the  flanks 
and  in  front  of  his  heavy  infantry,  or  intermingled  with  his  cav¬ 
alry,  —  as  well  as  for  pursuit  after  the  enemy  was  defeated. 

Lastly,  the  cavalry  in  Alexander’s  army  was  also  admirable 
• —  at  least  equal,  and  seemingly  even  superior  in  efficiency,  to 
his  best  infantry.3  I  have  already  mentioned  that  cavalry  was 
the  choice  native  force  of  Macedonia,  long  before  the  reign  of 
Philip ;  by  whom  it  had  been  extended  and  improved.4  The 
heavy  cavalry,  wholly  or  chiefly  composed  of  native  Macedon¬ 
ians,  was  known  by  the  denomination  of  the  Companions.  There 
was  besides  a  new  and  lighter  variety  of  cavalry,  apparently  in¬ 
troduced  by  Philip,  and  called  the  Sarissophori,  or  Lancers,  used 
like  Cossacks  for  advanced  posts  or  scouring  the  country.  The 
sarissa  which  they  carried  was  probably  much  shorter  than  that 


1  Arrian,  ii.  20,  5;  ii.  23,  6;  iii.  18,  8. 

2  Droysen  and  Schmieder  give  the  number  of  hypaspists  in  Alexander’s 
army  at  Tssus,  as  6000.  That  this  opinion  rests  on  no  sufficient  evidence, 
has  been  shown  by  Aliitzel  (ad  Curtium,  v.  2, 3.  p.  399).  But  that  the  num¬ 
ber  of  hypaspists  left  by  Philip  at  his  death  was  6000  seems  not  improba¬ 
ble. 

3  See  Arrian,  v.  14,  1 ;  v.  16,  4  ;  Curtins,  vi.  9,  22.  “Equitatui,  optima 
exercitds  parti,”  etc. 

4  We  are  told  that  Philip,  after  his  expedition  against  the  Scythians 
about  three  years  before  his  death,  exacted  and  sent  into  Macedonia  20,- 
000  chosen  mares,  in  order  to  improve  the  breed  of  Macedonian  horses.  The 
regal  haras  were  in  the  neighborhood  of  Pella  (Justin,  ix,  2,  Strabo,  xvi 
p.  752,  in  which  passage  of  Strabo,  the  details  apply  to  the  har  us  of  Selev 
tus  Nikator  at  Apameia,  not  to  that  of  Philip  at  Pella) 
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of  the  phalanx ;  but  it  was  long,  if  compared  with  the  xyston  or 
thrusting  p  ike  used  by  the  heavy  cavalry  for  the  shock  of  close 
combat.  Arrian,  in  describing  the  army  of  Alexander  at  Arbela, 
enumerates  eight  distinct  squadrons  of  this  heavy  cavalry  —  or 
cavalry  of  the  Companions ;  but  the  total  number  included  in 
the  Macedonian  army  at  Alexander’s  accession,  is  not  known. 
Among  the  squadrons,  several  at  least  (if  not  all)  were  named 
after  particular  towns  or  districts  of  the  country  —  Bottiaea,  Am* * 
phipolis,  Apollonia,  Anthemus,  etc. ; 1  there  was  one  or  more, 
distinguished  as  the  Royal  Squadron  —  the  Agema  or  leading 
body  of  cavalry  —  at  the  head  of  which  Alexander  generally 
charged,  himself  among  the  foremost  of  the  actual  combatants.2 

The  distribution  of  the  cavalry  into  squadrons  was  that  which 
Alexander  found  at  his  accession ;  but  he  altered  it,  when  he  re¬ 
modelled  the  arrangements  of  his  army  (in  330  b.  c.,)  at  Susa, 
bo  as  to  subdivide  the  squadron  into  two  Lochi,  and  to  establish 
the  Lochus  for  the  elementary  division  of  cavalry,  as  it  had  al¬ 
ways  been  of  infantry.3  His  reforms  went  thus  to  cut  down  the 
primary  body  of  cavalry  from  the  squadron  to  the  half-squadron 
or  Lochus,  while  they  tended  to  bring  the  infantry  together  into 
larger  bodies  —  from  cohorts  of  500  each  to  cohorts  of  1000  men 
each. 

Among  the  Hypaspists  or  Guards,  also,  we  find  an  Agema  or 
chosen  cohort,  which  was  called  upon  oftener  than  .the  rest  to 
begin  the  fight.  A  still  more  select  corps  were,  the  Body- 
Guards  ;  a  small  company  of  tried  and  confidential  men,  individ- 


*  Arrian,  i.  2,  8,  9  (where  we  also  find  mentioned  rot>c  en  tt/s  avude v  Ma* 
nedoviaq  imreac),  i.  12,  12;  ii.  9,6;  iii.  11,  12. 

About  the  imrelg  capioootyopoi,  see  i.  13,  1. 

It  is  possible  that  there  may  have  been  sixteen  squadrons  of  heavy  cavalry, 
and  eight  squadrons  of  the  Sarissophori,  —  each  squadron  from  180  to  250 
men  —  as  Riistow.and  Kochly  conceive  (p.  243).  But  there  is  no  sufficient 
evidence  to  prove  it ,  nor  can  I  think  it  safe  to  assume,  as  they  do,  that 
Alexander  carried  over  with  him  to  Asia  just  half  of  the  Macedonian 
entire  force. 

*  Arrian,  iii.  11,11 ,  iii.  13,  1 ,  iii.  18,  8.  In  the  first  of  these  passages,  we 
have  IXai  fiaoiXitial  in  the  plural  (iii.  11,  12).  It  seems  too  that  the  differ 
ent  IXai  alternated  with  each  other  in  the  foremost  position,  or  fjyepovia 
for  particular  days  (Arrian,  i.  14,  9). 

*  Arrian,  iii.  16,  19. 
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ually  Known  to  Alexander,  always  attached  to  his  person,  and 
acting  as  adjutants  or  as  commanders  for  special  service.  These 
Body-Guards  appear  to  have  been  chosen  persons  promoted  out 
of  the  Royal  Youths  or  Pages;  an  institution  first  established  by 
Philip,  and  evincing  the  pains  taken  by  him  to  bring  the  leading 
Macedonians  into  military  organization  as  well  as  into  depend¬ 
ence  on  his  own  person.  The  Royal  Youths,  sons  of  the  chief 
persons  throughout  Macedonia,  were  taken  by  Philip  into  ser¬ 
vice,  and  kept  in  permanent  residence  around  him  for  purposes 
of  domestic  attendance  and  companionship.  They  maintained 
perpetual  guard  of  his  palace,  alternating  among  themselves  the 
hours  of  daily  and  nightly  watch  $  they  received  his  horse  from 
the  grooms,  assisted  him  to  mount,  and  accompanied  him  if  he 
went  to  the  chase :  they  introduced  persons  who  came  to  solicit 
interviews,  and  admitted  his  mistresses  by  night  through  a  spe¬ 
cial  door.  They  enjoyed  the  privilege  of  sitting  down  to  dinner 
with  him,  as  well  as  that  of  never  being  flogged  except  by  his 
special  order.1  The  precise  number  of  the  company  we  do  not 


J  Arrian,  iv  13,  1.  5E k  4> lTlIttitov  tjv  rjdrj  KadeoTr/Koc;,  tCjv  kv  reXei  Ma«f- 
6ov(j)v  Toi)(  iraidas,  ogoi  k$  rfkiKiav  tpeipaaioavro,  KaTa?.eyeo‘&ai  £<■  depa- 
1 reiav  tov  (3aoi%, eug.  Ta  de  ir epi  trjv  dWrjv  dlairav  tov  oupaToc  dianoveitr- 
da(  fiaoiTiei,  nal  Koipupevop  <pv?Ldooeiv,  tovtoi p  kneTetpaiTTo'  Kai  onore 
, "kavvoL  liaoi'Kedg,  roxjg  Imrovg  napd  ruv  ImxoKopuv  dexdpevoi  eKeivoi  npo- 
arjyov ,  Kai  dvefiahov  ovrot  Qaoi'kea  tov  UepOiKOv  rponov  Kai  tt)q  e7rl  &Tjpg 
0 iTionpiag  )3aoi?iei  koivdvol  )]oav%  etc. 

Cartius,  viii.  6.  1.  “  Mos  erat  principibus  Macedonian  adultos  liberos 

regibus  tradere,  ad  munia  haud  multum  servilibus  ministeriis  abhorrentia. 
Excubabant  servatis  noctium  vicibus  proximi  foribus  ejus  tedis,  in  qud  rex 
aquiescebat.  Per  hos  pellices  introducebantur,  alio  aditu  quam  quera 
armati  obsidebant.  Jidem  acceptos  ab  agasonibus  equos,  quum  rex  ascen- 
surus  esset,  admovebant ;  comitabanturque  et  venantem,  et  in  praeliis, 
omnibus  artibus  studiorum  liberalium  exculti.  Praecipuus  honor  habebatur, 
quod  licebat  sedentibus  vesci  cum  rege.  Castigandi  eos  verberibus  nullius 
potestas  praeter  ipsum  erat.  Haec  cohors  velut  seminarium  ducum  praefec- 
torumque  apud  Macedonas  fuit ;  hinc  habuere  posteri  reges,  quorum  stirpi- 
bus  post  multas  aetates  Romani  opes  ademerunt.”  Compare  Curtius,  v.  6, 
42;  and  iElian,  V.  H.  xiv.  49. 

This  information  is  interesting,  as  an  illustration  of  Macedonian  manners 
and  customs,  which  are  very  little  known  to  us.  In  the  last  hours  of  the 
Macedonian  monarchy,  after  the  defeat  at  Pydna  (168  b.  c.),  the  pueri  regh 
followed  the  defeated  king  Perseus  to  the  sanctuary  at  Samothrace,  and 
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know;  but  it  must  have  been  not  small,  since* fifty  of  these 
youths  were  brought  out  from  Macedonia  at  once  by  Amyntaa 
to  join  Alexander  and  to  be  added  to  the  company  at  Babylon.* 1 
At  the  same  time  the  mortality  among  them  was  probably  con¬ 
siderable  ;  since,  in  accompanying  Alexander,  they  endured  even 
more  than  the  prodigious  fatigues  which  he  imposed  upon  him¬ 
self.2  The  training  in  this  corps  was  a  preparation  first  for  be¬ 
coming  Body-guards  of  Alexander,  —  next,  for  appointment  to 
the  great  and  important  military  commands.  Accordingly,  it 
had  been  the  first  stage  of  advancement  to  most  of  the  Diadochi, 
or  great  officers  of  Alexander,  who  after  his  death  carved  king¬ 
doms  for  themselves  out  of  his  conquests. 

It  was  thus  that  the  native  Macedonian  force  was  enlarged 
and  diversified  by  Philip,  including  at  his  death  —  1.  The  pha¬ 
lanx,  Foot-companions,  or  general  mass  of  heavy  infantry,  drilled 
to  the  use  of  the  long  two-handed  pike  or  sarissa  —  2.  The 
Hypaspists,  or  lighter-armed  corps  of  foot-guards  —  3.  The  Com¬ 
panions,  or  heavy  cavalry,  the  ancient  indigenous  force  consist¬ 
ing  of  the  more  opulent  or  substantial  Macedonians  —  4.  The 
lighter  cavalry,  lancers,  or  Sarissophori.  —  With  these  were 
joined  foreign  auxiliaries  of  great  value.  The  Thessalians, 
whom  Philip  had  partly  subjugated  and  partly  gained  over,  fur¬ 
nished  him  with  a  body  of  heavy  cavalry  not  inferior  to  the  na¬ 
tive  Macedonian.  From  various  parts  of  Greece  he  derived 
hoplites,  volunteers  taken  into  his  pay,  armed  with  the  full-sized 
shield  and  one-handed  pike.  From  the  warlike  tribes  of  Thra¬ 
cians,  Paeonians,  Illyrians,  etc.,  whom  he  had  subdued  around 
him,  he  levied  contingents  of  light  troops  of  various  descriptions, 
peltasts,  bowmen,  darters,  etc.,  all  excellent  in  their  way,  and 
eminently  serviceable  to  his  combinations,  in  conjunction  with 


never  quitted  him  until  the  moment  when  he  surrendered  himself  to  the 
Romans  (Livy,  xlv.  5) 

As  an  illustration  of  the  scourging,  applied  as  a  punishment  to  these 
young  Macedonians  of  rank,  see  the  case  of  Dekamnichus,  handed  over  by 
king  Archelaus  to  Euripides,  to  be  flogged  (Aristotle,  Polit.  v«8,  13). 

1  Curtius,  v.  6,  42  ;  Dio  r  xvii.  65. 

*  We  read  this  about  tue  youthful  Philippus,  brother  of  Lysimachus 
(Curtius,  viii.  2,  36). 
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the  heavier  masses.  Lastly,  Philip  had  completed  his  military 
arrangements  by  organizing  what  may  be  called  an  effective 
siege-train  for  sieges  as  well  as  for  battles ;  a  stock  of  projectile 
and  battering  machines,  superior  to  anything  at  that  time  ex¬ 
tant.  We  find  this  artillery  used  by  Alexander  in  the  very  first 
year  of  his  reign,  in  his  campaign  against  the  Illyrians.1  Even 
in  his  most  distant  Indian  marches,  he  either  carried  it  with 
him,  or  had  the  means  of  constructing  new  engines  for  the  occa¬ 
sion.  There  was  no  part  of  his  military  equipment  more  essen¬ 
tial  to  his  conquests.  The  victorious  sieges  of  Alexander  are 
among  his  most  memorable  exploits. 

To  all  this  large,  multifarious,  and  systematized  array  of  actual 
force,  are  to  be  added  the  civil  establishments,  the  depots,  maga¬ 
zines  of  arms,  provision  for  remounts,  drill  officers  and  adjutants, 
etc.,  indispensable  for  maintaining  it  in  constant  training  and 
efficiency.  At  the  time  of  Philip’s  accession,  Pella  was  an  un¬ 
important  place  ; 2 *  at  his  death,  it  was  not  only  strong  as  a  forti¬ 
fication  and  place  of  deposit  for  regal  treasure,  but  also  the  per¬ 
manent  centre,  war-office,  and  training  quarters,  of  the  greatest 
military  force  then  known.  The  military  registers  as  well  as  the 
traditions  of  Macedonian  discipline  were  preserved  there  until 
the  fall  of  the  monarchy.8  Philip  had  employed  his  life  in  orga¬ 
nizing  this  powerful  instrument  of  dominion.  His  revenues, 
large  as  they  were,  both  from  mines  and  from  tributary  con¬ 
quests,  had  been  exhausted  in  the  work,  so  that  he  had  left  at 
his  decease  a  debt  of  500  talents.  But  his  son  Alexander  found 
the  instrument  ready  made,  with  excellent  officers,  and  trained 
veterans  for  the  front  ranks  of  his  phalanx.4 * * * 

This  scientific  organization  of  military  force,  on  a  large  scale 
and  with  all  the  varieties  of  arming  and  equipment  made  to  co- 


1  Arrian,  i.  6,  17. 

3  Demosthenes,  De  CoronA,  p  247. 

s  Livy,  xlii.  51 ;  xliv.  46,  also  the  comparison  in  Strabo,  xvi.  p  752,  be¬ 
tween  the  military  establishments  of  Seleukus  Nikator  at  Apameia  iri  Syria, 
and  those  of  Philip  at  Pella  in  Macedonia. 

4  Justin,  xi.  6.  About  the  debt  of  500  talents  left  by  Philip,  see  the 

words  of  Alexander,  Arrian,  vii.  9,  10  I)'  rus  affirms  (xvi.  8)  that 

Philip’s  annual  return  from  the  eoid  mines  1000  talents  ^  a  total  not 

much  to  be  trusted. 
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operate  for  one  end,  is  the  great  fact  of  Macedonian  history. 
Nothing  of  the  same  kind  and.  magnitude  had  ever  before  been 
seen.  The  Macedonians,  like  Epirots  and  ^Etolians,  had  no 
other  aptitude  or  marking  quality  except  those  of  soldiership. 
Their  rude  and  scattered  tribes  manifest  no  definite  political  in- 
stitutions  and  little  sentiment  of  national  brotherhood;  their 
union  was  mainly  that  of  occasional  fellowship  in  arms  under  the 
king  as  chief.  Philip  the  son  of  Amyntas  was  the  first  to  orga¬ 
nize  this  military  union  into  a  system  permanently  and  effica¬ 
ciously  operative,  achieving  by  means  of  it  conquests  such  as  to 
create  in  the  Macedonians  a  common  pride  of  superiority  in  arms, 
which  served  as  substitute  for  political  institutions  or  nationality. 
Such  pride  was  still  farther  exalted  by  the  really  superhuman 
eareer  of  Alexander.  The  Macedonian  kingdom  was  nothing 
but  a  well-combined  military  machine,  illustrating  the  irresistible 
superiority  of  the  rudest  men,  trained  in  arms  and  conducted  by 
an  able  general,  not  merely  over  undisciplined  multitudes,  but 
also  over  free,  courageous,  and  disciplined,  citizenship  with  highly 
gifted  intelligence. 

During  the  winter  of  335-334  b.  c.,  after  the  destruction  of 
Thebes  and  the  return  of  Alexander  from  Greece  to  Pella,  his 
final  preparations  were  made  for  the  Asiatic  expedition.  The 
Macedonian  army  with  the  auxiliary  contingents  destined  for 
this  enterprise  were  brought  together  early  in  the  spring.  Anti 
pater,  one  of  the  oldest  and  ablest  officers  of  Philip,  was  appointed 
to  act  as  viceroy  of  Macedonia  during  the  king’s  absence.  A 
military  force,  stated  at  12,000  infantry  and  1500  cavalry,1  was 
left  with  him  to  keep  down  the  cities  of  Greece,  to  resist  aggres¬ 
sions  from  the  Persian  fleet,  and  to  repress  discontents  at  home. 
Such  discontents  were  likely  to  be  instigated  by  leading  Mace¬ 
donians  or  pretenders  to  the  throne,  especially  as  Alexander  had 
no  direct  heir :  and  we  are  told  that  Antipater  and  Parmenio 
advised  postponement  of  the  expedition  until  the  young  king 
could  leave  behind  him  an  heir  of  his  own  lineage.9  Alexander 
overruled  these  representations ;  yet  he  did  not  disdain  to  lessen 
the  perils  at  home  by  putting  to  death  such  men  as  he  principally 


1  Diodor.  xvii.  17. 


*  Diodor.  xvii.  16. 
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feared  or  mistrusted,  especially  the  kinsmen  of  Philip’s  last  wife 
Kleopatra.1 *  Of  the  dependent  tribes  around,  the  most  energetic 
chiefs  accompanied  his  army  into  Asia,  either  by  their  own  pre¬ 
ference  or  at  his  requisition.  After  these  precautions,  the  tran¬ 
quillity  of  Macedonia  was  entrusted  to  the  prudence  and  fidelity 
of  Antipater,  which  were  still  farther  ensured  by  the  fact  that 
three  of  his  sons  accompanied  the  king’s  army  and  person.3 * 
Though  unpopular  in  his  deportment,8  Antipater  discharged  the 
duties  of  his  very  responsible  position  with  zeal  and  ability ;  not¬ 
withstanding  the  dangerous  enmity  of  Olympias,  against  whom 
he  sent  many  complaints  to  Alexander  when  in  Asia,  whilst  she 
on  her  side  wrote  frequent  but  unavailing  letters  with  a  view  to 
ruin  him  in  the  esteem  of  her  son.  After  a  long  period  of  una¬ 
bated  confidence,  Alexander  began  during  the  last  years  of  his 
life  to  dislike  and  mistrust  Antipater.  He  always  treated  Olym- 


1  Justin,  xi.  5.  “  Proficiscens  ad  Persicum  bellum,  omnes  novercae  suaa 

cognatos,  quos  Philippus  in  excelsiorem  dignitatis  locum  provehens  impe¬ 
rils  praefecerat,  interfecit.  Sed  nec  suis,  qui  apti  regno  videbantur,  peper- 
cit ;  ne  qua  materia  seditionis  procul  se  agente  in  Macedonia  remaneret* 
Compare  also  xii.  6,  where  the  Pausanias  mentioned  as  having  been  put  to 
death  by  Alexander  is  not  the  assassin  of  Philip.  Pausanias  was  a  common 
Macedonian  name  (see  Diodor.  xvi.  93). 

I  see  no  reason  for  distrusting  the  general  fact  here  asserted  by  Justin. 
We  know  from  Arrian  (who  mentioned  the  fact  incidentally  in  his  work 
ra  iueTu  5  A TiOjavApov,  though  he  says  nothing  about  it  in  his  account  of  the 
expedition  of  Alexander  —  see  Photius,  Cod.  92.  p.  220)  that  Alexander  put 
to  death,  in  the  early  period  of  his  reign,  his  first  cousin  and  brother-in-law 
Amyntas.  Much  less  would  he  scruple  to  kill  the  friends  or  relatives  of 
Kleopatra.  Neither  Alexander  nor  Antipater  would  account  such  proceed 
i Eg  anything  else  than  a  reasonable  measure  of  prudential  policy.  By  the 
Macedonian  common  law,  when  a  man  was  found  guilty  of  treason,  all  his 
relatives  were  condemned  to  die  along  with  him  (Curtius,  vi.  11,  20). 

Plutarch  (De  Fortune!  Alex.  Magn.  p.  342)  has  a  general  allusion  to 
these  precautionary  executions  ordered  by  Alexander.  Fortune  (he  says^ 
imposed  upon  Alexander  beivfjv  irpog  uvdpag  bpo^vTiovg  icai  ovyyeveig  dtd 
tyovov  Kai  oidr/pov  ical  tt vpog  uvayiajv  upvvrjg,  aTepnecraTov  reWog  exovoav. 

*  Kassander  commanded  a  corps  of  Thracians  and  Paeonians  :  Iollas  and 
Philippus  were  attached  to  the  king’s  person  (Arrian,  vii.  27,  2 ;  Justin,  xii. 
14;  Diodor.  xvii.  17). 

3  Justin,  xvi.  1,  14.  “  Antipatrum  — amariorem  semper  ministrum  regm. 

quam  ipsos  reges,  fuisse.”  etc 
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pias  with  the  greatest  respect ;  trying  however  to  restrain  her 
from  meddling  with  political  affairs,  and  complaining  sometimes 
cf  her  imperious  exigencies  and  violence.1 

The  army  intended  for  Asia,  having  been  assembled  at  Pella, 
was  conducted  by  Alexander  himself  first  to  Amphipolis,  where 
it  crossed  the  Strymon ;  next  along  the  road  near  the  coast  to 
the  river  Nestus  and  to  the  towns  of  Abdera  and  Maroneia ; 
then  through’Thrace  across  the  rivers  Hebrus  and  Melas ;  lastly, 
through  the  Thracian  Chersonese  to  Sestos.  Here  it  was  met 
by  his  fleet,  consisting  of  160  triremes,  with  a  number  of  trading 
vessels  besides  * 2  made  up  in  large  proportions  from  contingents 
furnished  by  Athens  and  Grecian  cities.8  The  passage  of  tha 
whole  army,  infantry,  cavalry,  and  machines,  on  ships,  across  the 
strait  from  Sestos  in  Europe  to  Abydos  in  Asia,  —  was  superin¬ 
tended  by  Parmenio,  and  accomplished  without  either  difficulty 
or  resistance.  But  Alexander  himself,  separating  from  the  army 
at  Sestos,  went  down  to  Elseus  at  the  southern  extremity  of  tha 
Chersonese.  Here  stood  the  chapel  and  sacred  precinct  of  tha 
hero  Protesilaus,  who  was  slain  by  Hektor;  having  been  the 
first  Greek  (according  to  the  legend  of  the  Trojan  war)  who 
touched  the  shore  of  Troy.  Alexander,  whose  imagination  was 
then  full  of  Homeric  reminiscences,  offered  sacrifice  to  the  hero, 
praying  that  his  own  disembarkation  might  terminate  more  aus¬ 
piciously. 

He  then  sailed  across  in  the  admiral’s  trireme,  steering  with 
his  own  hand,  to  the  landing  place  near  Ilium  called  the  Harbor 
of  the  Achasans.  At  mid-channel  of  the  strait,  he  sacrificed  a 
bull,  with  libations  out  of  a  golden  goblet,  to  Poseidon  and  the 
Nereids.  Himself  too  in  full  armor,  he  was  the  first  (like  Pro 


*  Plutarch,  Alexand.  25—39,  Arrian,  vii.  12,  12.  He  was  wont  to  say, 
that  his  mother  exacted  from  him  a  heavy  house-rent  for  his  domicile  of 
ten  months. 

Kleopatra  also  (sister  of  Alexander  and  daughter  of  Olympias)  exercised 
considerable  influence  in  the  government.  Dionysius,  despot  of  the  Pontic 
Herakleia,  maintained  himself  against  opposition  in  his  government,  during 
Alexander’s  life,  mainly  by  paying  assiduous  court  to  her  (Memnoa, 
Keracl.  c.  4.  ap.  Photium,  Cod.  224). 

*  Arrian,  i.  11,  9. 

*  The  Athenians  furnished  twenty  ships  of  war.  Diodor.  xvii.  22. 
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tesilaus)  to  tread  the  Asiatic  shore ;  but  he  found  no  enemy  like 
Hektor  to  meet  him.  From  hence,  mounting  the  hill  on  which 
Ilium  was  placed,  he  sacrificed  to  the  patron-goddess  Athene ; 
and  deposited  in  her  temple  his  own  panoply,  taking  in  exchange 
some  of  the  arms  said  to  have  been  worn  by  the  heroes  in  the 
Trojan  war,  which  he  caused  to  be  carried  by  guards  along  with 
him  in  his  subsequent  battles.  Among  other  real  or  supposed 
monuments  of  this  interesting  legend,  the  Ilians  showed  to  him 
the  residence  of  Priam  with  its  altar  of  Zeus  Herkeios,  where 
that  unhappy  old  king  was  alleged  to  have  been  slain  by  Neop- 
tolemus.  Numbering  Neoptolemus  among  his  ancestors,  Alex¬ 
ander  felt  himself  to  be  the  object  of  Priam’s  yet  unappeased 
wrath  ;  and  accordingly  offered  sacrifice  to  him  at  the  same  altar, 
for  the  purpose  of  expiation  and  reconciliation.  On  the  tomb 
and  monumental  column  of  Achilles,  father  of  Neoptolemus,  he 
not  only  placed  a  decorative  garland,  but  also  went  through  the 
customary  ceremony  of  anointing  himself  with  oil  and  running 
naked  round  it :  exclaiming  how  much  he  envied  the  lot  of 
Achilles,  who  had  been  blest  during  life  with  a  faithful  friend, 
and  after  death,  with  a  great  poet  to  celebrate  his  exploits. 
Lastly,  to  commemorate  his  crossing,  Alexander  erected  perma¬ 
nent  altars,  in  honor  of  Zeus,  Athene,  and  Herakles ;  both  on 
the  point  of  Europe  which  his  army  had  quitted,  and  on  that  of 
Asia  where  it  had  landed.1 


1  Arrian,  i.  II ,  Plutarch,  Alexand.  15;  Justin,  xi.  5.  The  ceremony  of 
running  round  the  column  of  Achilles  still  subsisted  in  the  time  of  Plu¬ 
tarch  —  aAeii/mpevoc  Tana  nal  p£rd  rd)v  fraipuv  ovvavadpapdv  yvpvbs 
uan  f  p  £  d  oc  £  a  r  iv ,  etc,  Philostratus,  five  centuries  after  Alexander, 
conveys  a  vivid  picture  of  the  numerous  legendary  and  religious  associa¬ 
tions  connected  with  the  plain  of  Troy  and  with  the  tomb  of  Protesilaus 
at  Elaeus,  and  of  the  many  rites  and  ceremonies  performed  there  even  in  his 
time  (Philostrat.  Heroica,  xix.  14,15.  p  742,  ed.  Orlearius  —  dpopou;  6' 
i^v'&piapEvou:  ovvrt'AaXatov,  uvaKaXovvTfg  rdv  ’A^iAAca,  etc  ,  and  the  pages 
preceding  and  following) 

Dikaearchus  (Fragm.  19,  ed.  Didot.  ap.  Athenaeum,  xiii.  p.  603)  had 
treated  in  a  special  work  about  the  sacrifices  offered  to  Athene  at  Ilium 
(Ilepf  rrjc  tv  ’1  Xup  &voiac)  by  Alexander,  and  by  many  others  before  himi 
by  Xerxes  (Herodot.  vii.  43),  who  offered  up  1000  oxen  —  by  Mindarua 
(Xenoph  Hellen.  i.  1,  4),  etc.  In  describing  the  proceedings  of  Alexander 
at  Ilium,  Dikaearchus  appears  to  have  dwelt  much  on  the  warm  sympathy 
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The  proceedings  of  Alexander,  on  the  ever-memorable  site  of 
Ilium,  are  interesting  as  they  reveal  one  side  of  his  imposing 
character  —  the  vein  of  legendary  sympathy  and  religious  senti¬ 
ment  wherein  alone  consisted  his  analogy  with  the  Greeks.  The 
young  Macedonian  prince  had  nothing  of  that  sense  of  correla¬ 
tive  right  and  obligation,  which  characterized  the  free  Greeks  of 
the  city-community.  But  he  was  in  many  points  a  reproduction 
of  the  heroic  Greeks,1  his  warlike  ancestors  in  legend,  Achilles 
and  Neoptolemus,  and  others  of  that  iEakid  race,  unparalleled 
in  the  attributes  of  force  —  a  man  of  violent  impulse  in  all  direc¬ 
tions,  sometimes  generous,  often  vindictive  —  ardent  in  his  indi¬ 
vidual  affections  both  of  love  and  hatred,  but  devoured  especially 
by  an  inextinguishable  pugnacity,  appetite  for  conquest,  and 
thirst  for  establishing  at  all  cost  his  superiority  of  force  over 
others  —  “  Jura  negat  sibi  nata,  nihil  non  arrogat  armis  ”  —  tak¬ 
ing  pride,  not  simply  in  victorious  generalship  and  direction  of 
the  arms  of  soldiers,  but  also  in  the  personal  forwardness  of  aa 
Homeric  chief,  the  foremost  to  encounter  both  danger  and  hard¬ 
ship.  To  dispositions  resembling  those  of  Achilles,  Alexander 
indeed  added  one  attribute  of  a  far  higher  order.  As  a  general, 
he  surpassed  his  age  in  provident  and  even  long-sighted  combi¬ 
nations.  With  all  his  exuberant  courage  and  sanguine  temper, 
nothing  was  ever  omitted  in  the  way  of  systematic  military  pre¬ 
caution.  Thus  much  he  borrowed,  though  with  many  improve¬ 
ments  of  his  own,  from  Grecian  intelligence  as  applied  to  soldier¬ 
ship.  But  the  character  and  dispositions,  which  he  took  with 
him  to  Asia,  had  the  features,  both  striking  and  repulsive,  of 
Achilles,  rather  than  those  of  Agesilaus  or  Epaminondas. 


which  that  prince  exhibited  for  the  affection  between  Achilles  and  Patro- 
klus:  which  sympathy  Dikaearchus  illustrated  by  characterizing  Alexandef 
as  <piAdnats  iKfiavut;,  and  by  recounting  his  public  admiration  for  the  eunuch 
Bagoas :  compare  Curtius,  x.  i.  25  —  about  Bagoas 

f  Plutarch,  Port.  At.  M.  ii.  p.  334.  Bpitivt;  dirAiroftaAoi;,  daioc  avrarfa 
A otf  —  ravrrjv  e%o)v  re%vT]v  TtpoyoviK.t)v  ait’  A lamduv,  etc. 

’A Aktjv  fi;v  yap  edunev  'OAvpTnot;  AiaKidqoiy 
NoCv  d’  ' Apv&aovtdais,  kAovtov  6'  enop'  *A  rpeidyaiv. 

(Hesiod  Fragment.  223,  ed  Marktscheffel.J 
Like  Achilles,  Alexander  was  distinguished  for  swiftness  of  foot  (PluureA, 
Fort.  Al.  M.  i.  p  331 ). 
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The  army,  when  reviewed  on  the  Asiatic  shore  after  its  cross¬ 
ing,  presented  a  total  of  30,000  infantry,  and  4500  cavalry,  thus 
distributed :  — 


Infantry. 

Macedonian  phalanx  and  hypaspists  .  12,000 

Allies  .  7,000 

Mercenaries  . . . .  •  .  ..  5,000 


Under  the  command  of  Parmenio  . . .  24,000 

Odryssians,  Triballi  (both  Thracians),  and  Illyrians  .  5,000 

Agri&nes  and  archers  . .  1,000 


Total  infantry  .  30,000 

Cavalry. 

Macedonian  heavy —  under  Philotas  son  of  Parmenio  .  1,500 

Thessalian  (also  heavy)  —  under  Kallas  .  1,500 

Miscellaneous  Grecian  —  under  Erigyius .  600 

Thracian  and  Paeonian  (light)  —  under  Kassander  . . .  900 


Total  Cavalry  .  4,500 


Such  seems  the  most  trustworthy  enumeration  of  Alexander’s 
first  invading  army.  There  were  however  other  accounts,  the 
highest  of  which  stated  as  much  as  43,000  infantry  with  4000 
cavalry.1  Besides  these  troops,  also,  there  must  have  been  an 


1  Diodor.  xvii.  17.  Plutarch  (Alexand.  15)  says  that  the  highest  num 
bers  which  he  had  read  of,  were,  —  43,000  infantry  with  5000  cavalry  :  the 
lowest  numbers,  30,000  infantry  with  4000  cavalry  (assuming  the  correction 
of  Sintenis,  TerpaKtax^ov^  in  place  of  TrevranLax^iov^,  to  be  well  founded, 
as  it  probably  is  —  compare  Plutarch,  Fort.  Alex.  M.  i.  p.  327). 

According  to  Plutarch  (Fort.  Al.  M.  p.  327),  both  Ptolemy  and  Aristo 
bulus  stated  the  number  of  infantry  to  be  30,000;  but  Ptolemy  gave  the 
cavalry  as  5000,  Aristobulus,  as  only  4000.  Nevertheless  Arrian  —  who 
professes  to  follow  mainly  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus,  whenever  they  agree  — 
states  the  number  of  infantry  as  “  not  much  more  than  30,000;  the  cavalry 
as  more  than  5000”  (Exp.  Al.  i.  11,  4).  Anaximenes  alleged  43,000  infan¬ 
try,  with  5500  cavalry.  Kallisthenes  (ap.  Polybium.  xii.  19)  stated  40,000 
infantry,  with  4500  cavalry.  Justin  (xi.  6)  gives  32,000  infantry  with 
4500  cavalry. 

My  statement  in  the  text  follows  Diodorus,  who  stands  distinguished,  by 
recounting  not  merely  the  total,  but  the  component  items  besides.  In 
regard  to  the  total  of  infantry,  he  agrees  with  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus  :  as 
to  cavalry,  his  statement  is  a  mean  between  the  two. 
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effective  train  of  projectile  machines  and  engines,  for  battles  and 
sieges,  which  we  shall  soon  find  in  operation.  As  to  money,  the 
military  chest  of  Alexander,  exhausted  in  part  by  profuse  dona¬ 
tives  to  his  Macedonian  officers,1  was  as  poorly  furnished  as  that 
of  Napoleon  Buonaparte  on  first  entering  Italy  for  his  brilliant 
campaign  of  1796.  According  to  Aristobulus,  he  had  with  him 
only  seventy  talents ;  according  to  another  authority,  no  more 
than  the  means  of  maintaining  his  army  for  thirty  days.  Nor 
had  he  even  been  able  to  bring  together  his  auxiliaries,  or  com¬ 
plete  the  outfit  of  his  army,  without  incurring  a  debt  of  800  tal¬ 
ents,  in  addition  to  that  of  500  talents  contracted  by  his  father 
Philip.2 3  Though  Plutarch8  wonders  at  the  smallness  of  the 
force  with  which  Alexander  contemplated  the  execution  of  such 
great  projects,  yet  the  fact  is,  that  in  infantry  he  was  far  above 
any  force  which  the  Persians  had  to  oppose  him ; 4 5  not  to  speak 
of  comparative  discipline  and  organization,  surpassing  even  that 
of  the  Grecian  mercenaries,  who  formed  the  only  good  infantry 
in  the  Persian  service ;  while  his  cavalry,  though  inferior  as  to 
number,  was  superior  in  quality  and  in  the  shock  of  close  com¬ 
bat. 

Most  of  the  officers  exercising  important  command  in  Alexan¬ 
der’s  army  were  native  Macedonians.  His  intimate  personal 
friend  Hepheestion,  as  well  as  his  body-guards  Leonnatus  and 
Lysimachus,  were  natives  of  Pella :  Ptolemy  the  son  of  Lagus, 
and  Pithon,  were  Eordians  from  Upper  Macedonia;  Kraterus 
and  Perdikkas,  from  the  district  of  Upper  Macedonia  called 
Orestis ; 6 *  Antipater  with  his  son  Kassander,  Kleitus  son  of 
Dropides,  Parmenio  with  his  two  sons  Philotas  and  Nikanor, 


1  Plutarch,  Alexand.  15. 

*  Arrian,  vii  9,  10  —  the  speech  which  he  puts  in  the  mouth  of  Alexan 
der  himself — and  Curtius,  x.  2,  24. 

Onesikritus  stated  that  Alexander  owed  at  this  time  a  debt  of  200  talents 
fPlutarch,  Alex.  15). 

3  Plutarch,  Fort.  Alex.  M.  i.  p.  327  ;  Justin,  xi.  6. 

4  Arrian,  i.  13,  4. 

5  Arrian,  vi.  28,  6;  Arrian,  Indica,  18;  Justin,  xv.  3-4.  Porphyry 

(Fragm.  ap.  Syncellum,  Frag.  Histor.  Graec.  vol.  iii.  p.  695-698)  speaks  of 

Lysimachus  as  a  Thessalian  from  Kranon;  but  this  mutf;  be  a  mistake ' 
compare  Justin,  xv.  3. 
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Seleukus,  Koenus,  Amyntas,  Philippus  (these  two  last  names 
were  borne  by  more  than  one  person),  Antigonus,  Neoptolemus,* 
Meleager,  Peukestes,  etc.,  all  these  seem  to  have  been  native 
Macedonians.  All  or  most  of  them  had  been  trained  to  war 
under  Philip,  in  whose  service  Parmenio  and  Antipater,  espe¬ 
cially,  had  occupied  a  high  rank. 

Of  the  many  Greeks  in  Alexander’s  service,  we  hear  of  few 
in  important  station.  Medius,  a  Thessalian  from  Larissa,  waa 
among  his  familiar  companions ;  but  the  ablest  and  most  dis¬ 
tinguished  of  all  was  Eumenes,  a  native  of  Kardia  in  the  Thra¬ 
cian  Chersonese.  Eumenes,  combining  an  excellent  Grecian 
education  with  bodily  activity  and  enterprise,  had  attracted  when 
a  young  man  the  notice  of  Philip  and  had  been  appointed  as  his 
secretary.  After  discharging  these  duties  for  seven  years  until 
the  death  of  Philip,  he  was  continued  by  Alexander  in  the  post 
of  chief  secretary  during  the  whole  of  that  king’s  life.2  He  con¬ 
ducted  most  of  Alexander’s  correspondence,  and  the  daily  record 
of  his  proceedings,  which  was  kept  under  the  name  of  the  Royal 
Ephemerides.  But  though  his  special  duties  were  thus  of  a  civil 
character,  he  was  not  less  eminent  as  an  officer  in  the  field. 
Occasionally  entrusted  with  high  military  command,  he  received 
from  Alexander  signal  recompenses  and  tokens  of  esteem.  In 
spite  of  these  great  qualities  —  or  perhaps  in  consequence  of 
them  —  he  was  the  object  of  marked  jealousy  and  dislike* * * 8  on  the 
part  of  the  Macedonians,  —  from  Hephaestion  the  friend,  and 
Neoptolemus  the  chief  armor-bearer,  of  Alexander,  down  to  the 
principal  soldiers  of  the  phalanx.  Neoptolemus  despised  Eume¬ 
nes  as  an  unwarlike  penman.  The  contemptuous  pride  with 
which  Macedonians  had  now  come  to  look  down  on  Greeks,  is  a 
notable  characteristic  of  the  victorious  army  of  Alexander,  as 
well  as  a  new  feature  in  history ;  retorting  the  ancient  Hellenic 
sentiment  in  which  Demosthenes,  a  few  years  before,  had  in¬ 
dulged  towards  the  Macedonians.4 


'  Neoptolemus  belonged,  'ike  Alexander  himself,  to  the  vEakid  gens  (Ar¬ 

rian,  ii.  27,  9). 

*  Plutarch,  Eumenes,  c.  1 ;  Cornelius  Nepos,  Eumen.  e.  1 

8  Arrian,  vii.  13,  1  ,  Plutarch,  Eum.  2,  3,  8,  10. 

*  Demosth.  Philipp  iii.  p.  19,  respecting  Philip  — ov  novov  ov\  *EA^j?i>et 
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Though  Alexander  has  been  allowed  to  land  in  Atia  unop* 
posed,  an  army  was  already  assembled  under  the  Persian  satraps 
within  a  few  days’  march  of  Abydos.  Since  the  reconquest  of 
Egypt  and  Phenicia,  about  eight  or  nine  years  before,  by  the 
Persian  king  Ochus,  the  power  of  that  empire  had  been  restored 
to  a  point  equal  to  any  anterior  epoch  since  the  repulse  of  Xer¬ 
xes  from  Greece.  The  Persian  successes  in  Egypt  had  been 
achieved  mainly  by  the  arms  of  Greek  mercenaries,  under  the 
conduct  and  through  the  craft  of  the  Rhodian  general  Mentor; 
who,  being  seconded  by  the  preponderant  influence  of  the  eunuch 
Bagoas,  confidential  minister  of  Ochus,  obtained  not  only  ample 
presents,  but  also  the  appointment  of  military  commander  on  the 
Hellespont  and  the  Asiatic  seaboard.* 1  He  procured  the  recall 
of  his  brother  Memnon,  who  with  his  brother-in-law  Artabazus 
had  been  obliged  to  leave  Asia  from  unsuccessful  revolt  against 
the  Persians,  and  had  found  shelter  with  Philip.2  He  farther 
subdued,  by  force  or  by  fraud,  various  Greek  and  Asiatic  chief¬ 
tains  on  the  Asiatic  coast ;  among  them,  the  distinguished  Her 
meias,  friend  of  Aristotle,  and  master  of  the  strong  post  of  Atar 
neus.3  These  successes  of  Mentor  seem  to  have  occurred  about 
343  b.  c.  He,  and  his  brother  Memnon  after  him,  upheld  vig¬ 
orously  the  authority  of  the  Persian  king  in  the  regions  near  the 
Hellespont.  It  was  probably  by  them  that  troops  were  sent 
across  the  strait  both  to  rescue  the  besieged  town  of  Perinthus 
from  Philip,  and  to  act  against  that  prince  in  other  parts  of 


6vrof,  ovde  TTpoar/Kovroc  ovdev  to'lq  ‘E/l/l tjolv ,  aXk'  ovde  /3ap(3apov  kvr evdev 
odev  KaXov  eiireiv,  a  A  /l  ’  6  A  t  #  p  o  v  Ma/ctdorof,  o&ev  ovd’  avdpinrodov 
airovdaiov  ovdev  \]v  npdrepov  irpiao^ai. 

Compare  this  with  the  exclamations  of  the  Macedonian  soldiers  (called 
Argyraspides)  against  their  distinguished  chief  Eumenes,  calling  him  Xepfio- 
vriOLTr/g  oAetfpoc  (Plutarch,  Eximenes,  18). 

1  See,  in  referrence  to  tlnwe  incidents,  my  last  preceding  volume,  Yol. 
XI.  Ch.  xc.  p  441  seq. 

*  Piodor.  xvi.  52 ;  Curtins,  vi.  4,  25 ;  vi.  5,  2.  Curtius  mentions  also  Ma- 
napis,  another  Persian  exile,  who  had  fled  from  Ochus  to  Philip. 

3  Diodor.  xvi.  52.  About  the  strength  of  the  fortress  of  Athens,  sea 
Xenoph.  Hellen.  iii.  2,  11 ;  Diodor.  xiii.  64.  It  had  been  held  in  defiance  of 
the  Persians,  even  before  the  time  of  Hermeias  —  Isokrates.  Compare  also 
Isokiates,  Or.  iv.  (Panegyr.)  s.  167, 


HISTORY  Of  GREECE. 


76 

Thrace ; 1  that  an  Asiatic  chief,  who  was  intriguing  to  facilitate 
Philip’s  intended  invasion  of  Asia,  was  seized  and  sent  prisoner 
to  the  Persian  court ;  and  that  envoys  from  Athens,  soliciting 
aid  against  Philip,  were  forwarded  to  the  same  place.2 

Ochus,  though  successful  in  regaining  the  full  extent  of  Per¬ 
sian  dominion;  was  a  sanguinary  tyrant,  who  shed  by  wholesale 
the  blood  of  his  family  arid  courtiers.  About  the  year  338  b.  c., 
he  died,  poisoned  by  the  eunuch  Bagoas,  who  placed  upon  the 
throne  Arses,  one  of  the  king’s  sons,  killing  all  the  rest.  After 
two  years,  however,  Bagoas  conceived  mistrust  of  Arses,  and 
put  him  to  death  also,  together  with  all  his  children ;  thus  leav 
ing  no  direct  descendant  of  the  regal  family  alive.  He  then  ex¬ 
alted  to  the  throne  one  of  his  friends  named  Darius  Codomannus 
(descended  from  one  of  the  brothers  of  Artaxerxes  Memnon,) 
who  had  acquired  glory,  in  a  recent  war  against  the  Kadusians, 
by  killing  in  single  combat  a  formidable  champion  of  the  enemy’s 
army.  Presently,  however,  Bagoas  attempted  to  poison  Darius 
also ;  but  the  latter,  detecting  the  snare,  forced  him  to  drink  the 
deadly  draught  himself.3  In  spite  of  such  murders  and  change 
in  the  line  of  succession,  which  Alexander  afterwards  reproached 
to  Darius4  —  the  authority  of  Darius  seems  to  have  been  recog¬ 
nized,  without  any  material  opposition,  throughout  all  the  Per¬ 
sian  empire. 

Succeeding  to  the  throne  in  the  early  part  of  b.  c.  336,  when 
Philip  was  organizing  the  projected  invasion  of  Persia,  and  when 
the  first  Macedonian  division  under  Parmenio  and  Attalus  was 
already  making  war  in  Asia — Darius  prepared  measures  of  de¬ 
fence  at  home,  and  tried  to  encourage  anti-Macedonian  move¬ 
ments  in  Greece.8  On  the  assassination  of  Philip  by  Pausanias, 
the  Persian  king  publicly  proclaimed  himself  (probably  untruly) 
as  having  instigated  the  deed,  and  alluded  in  contemptuous  terms 


1  Letter  of  Alexander,  addressed  to  Darius  after  the  battle  of  Issus, 
apud  Arrian,  ii.  14,  7.  Other  troops  sent  by  the  Persians  into  Thrac® 
{besides  those  despatched  to  the  relief  of  Perinthus),  are  here  alluded  to. 

*  Demosthenes,  Philippic,  iv.  p.  139,  14D;  Epistoia  Philippi  apud  D©* * 
mosthen.  p.  160. 

*  Diodor.  xvii.  5;  Justin,  x.  3;  Curtius,  x.  5,  22. 

*  Arrian,  ii.  14,  10.  6  Diodor.  xvii.  7. 
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to  the  youthful  Alexander.1  Conceiving  the  danger  from  Mace¬ 
donia  to  be  past,  he  imprudently  slackened  his  efforts  and  with¬ 
held  his  supplies  during  the  first  months  of  Alexander’s  reign, 
when  the  latter  might  have  been  seriously  embarrassed  in 
Greece  and  in  Europe  by  the  effective  employment  of  Persian 
ships  and  money.  But  the  recent  successes  of  Alexander  in 
Thrace,  Illyria,  and  Boeotia,  satisfied  Darius  that  the  danger  was 
not  past,  so  that  he  resumed  his  preparations  for  defence.  The 
Phenician  fleet  was  ordered  to  be  equipped :  the  satraps  in 
Phrygia  and  Lydia  got  together  a  considerable  force,  consisting 
in  part  of  Grecian  mercenaries ;  while  Memnon,  on  the  sea¬ 
board,  was  furnished  with  the  means  of  taking  5000  of  these 
mercenaries  under  his  separate  command.2 

We  cannot  trace  with  any  exactness  the  course  of  these  events, 
during  the  nineteen  months  between  Alexander’s  accession  and 
his  landing  in  Asia  (August  336  b.  c.,  to  March  or  April  334  b. 
C.)  We  learn  generally  that  Memnon  was  active  and  even  ag¬ 
gressive  on  the  north-eastern  coast  of  the  Aegean.  Marching 
northward  from  his  own  territory  (the  region  of  Assus  or  Atar- 
neus  skirting  the  Gulf  of  Adramyttium3)  across  the  range  of 
Mount  Ida,  he  came  suddenly  upon  the  town  of  Kyzikus  on  the 
Propontis.  He  failed,  however,  though  only  by  a  little,  in  his 
attempt  to  surprise  it,  and  was  forced  to  content  himself  with  a 
rich  booty  from  the  district  around.4  The  Macedonian  generals 
Parmenio  and  Kallas  had  crossed  into  Asia  with  bodies  of  trocps. 
Parmenio,  acting  in  JEolis,  took  Grynium,  but  was  compelled  by 
Memnon  to  raise  the  siege  of  Pitane ;  while  Kallas,  in  tho 
Troad,  was  attacked,  defeated,  and  compelled  to  retire  to  Rhoete- 
ium.5 6 

We  thus  see  that  during  the  season  preceding  the  landing  of 
Alexander,  the  Persians  were  in  considerable  force,  and  Mem- 


1  Arrian,  ii.  14,  11.  2  Diodor.  xvii.  7. 

3  Diodor.  xvii.  7  :  compare  Arrian,  i.  17,  9  tni  rrjv  x^Pav  TWV  Me/«vovof 
iirefiipev  —  which  doubtless  means  this  region,  conquered  by  Mentor  from 

Eermeias  of  Atarneus. 

4  Diodor.  xvii.  7 ,  Polyaenus,  v.  34,  5. 

6  Diodor,  xvii  7  We  read  also  of  military  operations  near  Magnesia 
between  Parmenio  and  Memnon  (Polyaenus,  v.  34,  4). 
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non  both  active  and  successful  even  against  the  Macedonian  gen* 
erals,  on  the  region  north-east  of  the  .ZEgean.  This  may  help  to 
explain  that  fatal  imprudence,  whereby  the  Persians  permitted 
Alexander  to  carry  over  without  opposition  his  grand  army  into 
Asia,  in  the  spring  of  334  b.  c.  They  possessed  ample  means 
of  guarding  the  Hellespont,  had  they  chosen  to  bring  up  their 
fleet,  whicn,  comprising  as  it  did  the  force  of  the  Phenieian 
towns,  was  decidedly  superior  to  any  naval  armament  at  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  Alexander.  The  Persian  fleet  actually  came  into  the 
JEgean  a  few  weeks  afterwards.  Now  Alexander’s  designs, 
preparations,  and  even  intended  time  of  march,  must  have  been 
well  known  not  merely  to  Memnon,  but  to  the  Persian  satraps  in 
Asia  Minor,  who  had  got  together  troops  to  oppose  him.  These 
satraps  unfortunately  supposed  themselves  to  be  a  match  for  him 
in  the  field,  disregarding  the  pronounced  opinion  of  Memnon  to 
the  contrary,  and  even  overruling  his  prudent  advice  by  mis 
trustful  and  calumnious  imputations. 

At  the  time  of  Alexander’s  landing,  a  powerful  Persian  force 
was  already  assembled  near  Zeleia  in  the  Hellespontine  Phry¬ 
gia,  under  command  of  Arsites  the  Phrygian  satrap,  supported 
by  several  other  leading  Persians  —  Spithridates  (satrap  of 
Lydia  and  Ionia,)  Pharnakes,  Atizyes,  Mithridates,  Riiomithres, 
Niphates,  Petines,  etc.  Forty  of  these  men  were  of  high  rank 
(denominated  kinsmen  of  Darius,)  and  distinguished  for  personal 
valor.  The  greater  number  of  the  army  consisted  of  cavalry,  in¬ 
cluding  Medes,  Baktrians,  Hyrkanians,  Kappadokians,  Paphla- 
gonians,  etc.1  In  cavalry  they  greatly  outnumbered  Alexander ; 
but  their  infantry  was  much  inferior  in  number,2  composed  how¬ 
ever,  in  large  proportion,  of  Grecian  mercenaries.  The  Persian 
total  is  given  by  Arrian  as  20,000  cavalry,  and  nearly  20,000 
mercenary  foot ;  by  Diodorus  as  10,000  cavalry,  and  100,000 
infantry ;  by  Justin  even  at  600,000.  The  numbers  of  Arrian 
are  the  more  credible  ;  in  those  of  Diodorus,  the  total  of  infantry 
ts  certainly  much  above  the  truth  —  that  of  cavalry  probably  be¬ 
low  it. 

Memnon,  who  was  present  with  his  sons  and  with  his  own 


1  Diodor  xvii.  18,  19;  Arrian,  i.  12,  14  :  i.  16,  5. 
8  Arrian,  i  12,  16;  i.  I  &,  4. 
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division,  earnestly  dissuaded  the  Persian  leaders  from  hazarding 
a  battle.  Reminding  them  that  the  Macedonians  were  not  only 
much  superior  in  infantry,  but  also  encouraged  by  the  leadership 
of  Alexander  —  he  enforced  the  necessity  of  employing  their 
numerous  cavalry  to  destroy  the  forage  and  provisions,  and  if 
necessary,  even  towns  themselves  —  in  order  to  render  any  con¬ 
siderable  advance  of  the  invading  force  impracticable.  While 
keeping  strictly  on  the  defensive  in  Asia,  he  recommended  that 
aggressive  war  should  be  carried  into  Macedonia ;  that  the  fleet 
should  be  brought  up,  a  powerful  land-force  put  aboard,  and 
strenuous  efforts  made,  not  only  to  attack  the  vulnerable  points 
of  Alexander  at  home,  but  also  to  encourage  active  hostility 
against  him  from  the  Greeks  and  other  neighbors.* 1 

Had  this  plan  been  energetically  executed  by  Persian  arms 
and  money,  we  can  hardly  doubt  that  Antipater  in  Macedonia 
would  speedily  have  found  himself  pressed  by  serious  dangers 
and  embarrassments,  and  that  Alexander  would  have  been  forced 
to  come  back  and  protect  his  own  dominions ;  perhaps  prevented 
by  the  Persian  fleet  from  bringing  back  his  whole  army.  At 
any  rate,  his  schemes  of  Asiatic  invasion  must  for  the  time  have 
been  suspended.  But  he  was  rescued  from  this  dilemma  by  the 
ignorance,  pride,  and  pecuniary  interests  of  the  Persian  leaders. 


1  Compare  the  policy  recommended  by  Memnon,  as  set  forth  in  Arrian 
(i.  12,  16),  and  in  Diodorus  (xvii.  18).  The  superiority  of  Diodorus  is  here 
incontestable.  He  proclaims  distinctly  both  the  defensive  and  the  offensive 
side  of  Memnori’s  policy ;  which,  when  taken  together,  form  a  scheme  of 
operations  no  less  effective  than  prudent.  But  Arrian  omits  all  notice  of 
the  offensive  policy,  and  mentions  only  the  defensive  —  the  retreat  and 
destruction  of  the  country  ;  which,  if  adopted  alone,  could  hardly  have  been 
reckoned  upon  for  success,  in  starving  out  Alexander,  and  might  reasonbly 
be  called  in  question  by  the  Persian  generals.  Moreover,  we  should  form 
but  a  poor  idea  of  Memnon’s  ability,  if  in  this  emergency  he  neglected  tc 
avail  himself  of  the  irresistible  Persian  fleet. 

I  notice  the  rather  this  point  of  superiority  of  Diodorus,  because  recent 
critics  have  manifested  a  tendency  to  place  too  exclusive  a  confidence  in 
Arrian,  and  to  discredit  almost  all  allegations  respecting  Alexander  except 
such  as  Arrian  either  certifies  or  countenances.  Arrian  is  a  very  valuable 
historian  ;  he  has  the  merit  of  giving  us  plain  narrative  without  rhetoric, 
which  contrasts  favorably  both  with  Diodorus  and  with  Curtins  j  but  he 
must  not  be  set  up  as  the  only  trustworthy  witness. 
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Unable  to  appreciate  Alexander’s  military  superiority,  and  con* 
scious  at  the  same  time  of  their  own  personal  bravery,  they  re¬ 
pudiated  the  proposition  of  retreat  as  dishonorable,  insinuating 
that  Memnon  desired  to  prolong  the  war  in  order  to  exalt  his 
own  importance  in  the  eyes  of  Darius.  This  sentiment  of  mili¬ 
tary  dignity  was  farther  strengthened  by  the  fact,  that  the  Per¬ 
sian  military  leaders,  deriving  all  their  revenues  from  the  land, 
would  have  been  impoverished  by  destroying  the  landed  pro¬ 
duce.  Arsites,  in  whose  territory  the  army  stood,  and  upon 
whom  the  scheme  would  first  take  effect,  haughtily  announced 
that  he  would  not  permit  a  single  house  in  it  to  be  burnt.1  Oc¬ 
cupying  the  same  satrapy  as  Pharnabazus  had  possessed  sixty 
years  before,  he  felt  that  he  would  be  reduced  to  the  same  straits 
as  Pharnabazus  under  the  pressure  of  Agesilaus  —  “  of  not  being 
able  to  procure  a  dinner  in  his  own  country.”2  The  proposition 
of  Memnon  was  rejected,  and  it  was  resolved  to  await  the  arrival 
of  Alexander  on  the  banks  of  the  river  Granikus. 

This  unimportant  stream,  commemorated  in  the  Iliad,  and  im¬ 
mortalized  by  its  association  with  the  name  of  Alexander,  takes 
its  rise  from  one  of  the  heights  of  Mount  Ida  near  Skepsis,3  and 
flows  northward  into  the  Propontis,  which  it  reaches  at  a  point 
somewhat  east  of  the  Greek  town  of  Parium.  It  is  of  no  great 
depth :  near  the  point  where  the  Persians  encamped,  it  seems  to 
have  been  fordable  in  many  places ;  but  its  right  bank  was  some¬ 
what  high  and  steep,  thus  offering  obstruction  to  an  enemy’s  at¬ 
tack.  The  Persians,  marching  forward  from  Zeleia,  took  up  a 
position  near  the  eastern  side  of  the  Granikus,  where  the  last 
declivities  of  Mount  Ida  descend  into  the  plain  of  Adrasteia,  a 
Greek  city  situated  between  Priapus  and  Parium.4 

Meanwhile  Alexander  marched  onward  towards  this  position, 
from  Arisbe  (where  he  had  reviewed  his  army)  —  on  the  first 


1  Arrian,  i.  12,  18.  2  Xenophon,  Hellenic,  iv.  1,  33. 

3  Strabo,  xiii.  p.  602.  The  rivers  Skamander,  ALsepus,  and  Granikus, 

all  rise  from  the  same  height,  called  Kotylus.  This  comes  from  Deme¬ 
trius,  a  native  of  Skepsis. 

4  Diodor.  xvii.  18,  19.  0/  /?ap/?apcu,  ttjv  vtt upeiav  KaTeiXTift/iEVOi,  etc 

“prima  congressio  in  campis  Adrastiis  fuit.”  Justin,  xi.  6:  compare  Str» 
bo.  xiii.  p.  587,  588. 
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day  to  Perkdte,  on  the  second  to  the  river  Praktius,  on  the  third 
to  Hermotus ;  receiving  on  his  W8y  the  spontaneous  surrender 
of  the  town  of  Priapus.  Aware  that  the  enemy  was  not  far  dis¬ 
tant,  he  threw  out  in  advance  a  body  of  scouts  under  Amyntas, 
consisting  of  four  squadrons  of  light  cavalry  and  one  of  the  heavy 
Macedonian  (Companion)  cavalry.  From  Hermotus  (the  fourth 
iay  from  Arisbe)  he  marched  direct  towards  the  Granikus,  in 
careful  order,  with  his  main  phalanx  in  double  files,  his  cavalry 
on  each  wing,  and  the  baggage  in  the  rear.  On  approaching  the 
river,  he  made  his  dispositions  for  immediate  attack,  though  Par- 
men  io  advised  waiting  until  the  next  morning.  Knowing  well, 
like  Memnon  on  the  other  side,  that  the  chances  of  a  pitched 
battle  were  all  against  the  Persians,  he  resolved  to  leave  them 
no  opportunity  of  decamping  during  the  night. 

In  Alexander’s  array,  the  phalanx  or  heavy  infantry  formed 
the  central  body.  The  six  Taxeis  or  divisions,  of  which  it  con¬ 
sisted,  were  commanded  (reckoning  from  right  to  left)  by  Per- 
dikkas,  Kcenus,  Amyntas  son  of  Andromenes,  Philippus,  Melea¬ 
ger,  and  Kraterus.1  Immediately  on  the  right  of  the  phalanx, 
were  the  hypaspistae,  or  light  infantry,  under  Nikanor  son  of 
Parmenio  —  then  the  light  horse  or  lancers,  the  Pseonians,  and 
the  Apolloniate  squadron  of  Companion-cavalry  commanded  by 
the  Parch  Sokrates,  all  under  Amyntas  son  of  Arrhibasus  —  lastly 
the  full  body  of  Companion-cavalry,  the  bowmen,  and  the  Agri- 
anian  darters,  all  under  Philotas  (son  of  Parmenio),  whose  di¬ 
vision  formed  the  extreme  right.2  The  left  flank  of  the  phalanx 


'  Arrian,  i.  14,  3.  The  text  of  Arrian  is  not  clear.  The  name  of  Krate¬ 
rus  occurs  twice.  Various  explanations  are  proposed.  The  words  lore 
ini  rd  fiecov  rrj(;  Zv/inaorp;  rd£ecjf  seem  to  prove  that  there  were  three  Tutjetf 
of  the  phalanx  (Kraterus,  Meleager,  and  Philippus )  included  in  the  left 
half  of  the  army  —  and  three  others  (Perdikkas,  Koenus,  and  Amyntas)  in 
the  right  half;  while  the  words  ini  de,  r]  K parepov  rov  ’AXeZavdpov  appear 
wrongly  inserted.  There  is  no  good  reason  for  admitting  two  distinguished 
officers,  each  named  Kraterus.  The  name  of  Philippus  and  his  tu^lq  is 
repeated  twice  ;  once  in  counting  from  the  right  of  the  ru^eu;,  —  once 
again  in  counting  from  the  left. 

*  Plutarch  states  that  Alexander  struck  into  the  river  with  thirteen 
squadrons  of  cavalry.  Whether  this  total  includes  all  then  present 

in  the  field,  or  only  the  Companion-cavalry  —  we  cannot  determine  {Plu¬ 
tarch,  Alex.  16) 
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was  in  like  manner  protected  by  three  distinct  divisions  of  cav¬ 
alry  or  lighter  troops  —  first,  by  the  Thracians,  under  Agathcn  — 
next,  by  the  cavalry  of  the  allies,  under  Philippus,  son  of  Mene- 
laus  —  lastly,  by  the  Thessalian  cavalry,  under  Kallas,  whose  di¬ 
vision  formed  the  extreme  left.  Alexander  himself  took  the 
command  of  the  right,  giving  that  of  the  left  to  Parmenio  ;  by 
right  and  left  are  meant  the  two  halves  of  the  army,  each  of  them 
including  three  Taxeis  or  divisions  of  the  phalanx  with  the  cav¬ 
alry  on  its  flank  —  for  there  was  no  recognized  centre  under  a 
distinct  command.  On  the  other  side  of  the  Granikus,  the  Per¬ 
sian  cavalry  lined  the  bank.  The  Medes  and  Baktrians  were 
on  their  right,  under  Rheomithres  —  the  Paphlagonians  and  Hyr- 
kanians  in  the  centre,  under  Arsites  and  Spithridates  —  on  the 
left  were  Memnon  and  Arsamenes,  with  their  divisions.1  The 
Persian  infantry,  both  Asiatic  and  Grecian,  were  kept  back  in 
reserve ;  the  cavalry  alone  being  relied  upon  to  dispute  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  river. 

In  this  array,  both  parties  remained  for  some  time,  watching 
each  other  in  anxious  silence.2  There  being  no  firing  or  smoke, 
as  with  modern  armies,  all  the  details  on  each  side  were  clearly 
visible  to  the  other ;  so  that  the  Persians  easily  recognized  Alex¬ 
ander  himself  on  the  Macedonian  right  from  the  splendor  of  his 
armor  and  military  costume,  as  well  as  from  the  respectful  de¬ 
meanor  of  those  around  him.  Their  principal  leaders  accordingly 
thronged  to  their  own  left,  which  they  reinforced  with  the  main 
strength  of  their  cavalry,  in  order  to  oppose  him  personally. 
Presently  he  addressed  a  few  words  of  encouragement  to  the 
troops,  and  gave  the  order  for  advance.  He  directed  the  first 
attack  to  be  made  by  the  squadron  of  Companion-cavalry  whose 
turn  it  was  on  that  day  to  take  the  lead  —  (the  squadron  of 
Apollon ia,  of  which  Sokrates  was  captain  —  commanded  on  this 
day  by  Ptolemasus  son  of  Philippus)  supported  by  the  light  horse 
or  Lancers,  the  Pseonian  darters  (infantry,)  and  one  division  of 


1  Diodor.  xvii.  19. 

2  Arrian,  i.  14,  8.  Xpovov  fiev  6i)  ap^orepa  ra  GTparevpaTa,  ^7r’  aicpot 
rov  TTorapov  ttpeortiret;,  viz b  tov  'd  ueXkov  OKveiv  fjovx'iav  fyyov’  aal  criyi)  i 
iroAAi)  k<p'  iKarepuv. 
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regularly  armed  infantry,  seemingly  hypaspistse.* 1  He  then  him¬ 
self  entered  the  river,  at  the  head  of  the  right  half  of  the  army, 
cavalry  and  infantry,  which  advanced  under  sound  of  trumpets 
and  with  the  usual  war-shouts.  As  the  occasional  depths  of 
water  prevented  a  straightforward  march  with  one  uniform  line, 
the  Macedonians  slanted  their  course  suitably  to  the  fordable 
spaces  ;  keeping  their  front  extended  so  as  to  approach  the  oppo¬ 
site  bank  as  much  as  possible  in  line,  and  not  in  separate  col¬ 
umns  with  flanks  exposed  to  the  Persian  cavalry.2  Not  merely 
the  right  under  Alexander,  but  also  the  left  under  Parmenio, 
advanced  and  crossed  in  the  same  movement  and  under  the  like 
precautions. 

The  foremost  detachment  under  Ptolemy  and  Amyntas,  on 
reaching  the  opposite  bank,  encountered  a  strenuous  resistance, 
concentrated  as  it  was  here  upon  one  point.  They  found  Mem- 
non  and  his  sons  with  the  best  of  the  Persian  cavalry  immedi¬ 
ately  in  their  front ;  some  on  the  summit  of  the  bank,  from 
whence  they  hurled  down  their  javelins  —  others  down  at  the 
water’s-edge,  so  as  to  come  to  closer  quarters.  The  Macedonians 
tried  every  effort  to  make  good  their  landing,  and  push  their 
way  by  main  force  through  the  Persian  horse,  but  in  vain.  Hav¬ 
ing  both  lower  ground  and  insecure  footing,  they  could  make  no 
impression,  but  were  thrust  back  with  some  loss,  and  retired  upon 
the  main  body  which  Alexander  was  now  bringing  across.  On 
his  approaching  the  shore,  the  same  struggle  was  renewed  around 
his  person  with  increased  fervor  on  both  sides.  He  was  himself 


*  Arrian,  i.  14,  9.  rove;  Trpodpopov c  imriac  mean  the  same  cavalry  as  those 
who  are  called  (in  14,  2)  oapiaaocpopov c  imreag,  under  Amyntas  son  of  Ar- 
rhibaeus. 

2  Arrian,  i.  14,  10.  A vrdg  6e  (Alexander)  ayuv  to  ditjtov  nipag . . 

e/ifiaivei  tov  iropov,  ?iof-7)v  ael  tt apareivuv  rr/v  raSjtv  7 rapelfate  rd  fievptci, 
tva  dr/  prj  kupaivovn.  avTip  oi  Ilepom  Kara  nepac  ttpogttltctoiev,  aAXa  koI  ai) 
toc,  &c  uvvotov,  Trj  (puXayyt  irpoop-l^ri  ovtolc. 

Apparently,  this  passage  Tio^rjv  ael  TcapaTeivuv  tt/v  tcl^iv,  r  tt apeiTace  t& 
fievpa  is  to  be  interpreted  by  the  phrase  which  follows  describing  the  pur¬ 
pose  to  be  accomplished. 

1  cannot  think  that  the  words  imply  a  movement  in  echelon ,  as  Riistow 
and  Kochly  contend  (Geschichte  des  Griechischen  Kriegswesens,  p  271)  — 

nor  a  crossing  of  the  river  against  the  *tream,  to  break  the  force  of  the  cur 
rent,  as  is  the  opinion  of  others. 
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among  the  foremost,  and  all  near  him  were  animated  by  his  ex- 
ample.  The  horsemen  on  both  sides  became  jammed  together 
and  the  contest  was  one  of  physical  force  and  pressure  by  man 
and  horse ;  but  the  Macedonians  had  a  great  advantage  in  being 
accustomed  to  the  use  of  the  strong  close-fighting  pike,- while  the 
Persian  weapon  was  the  missile  javelin.  At  length  the  resist¬ 
ance  was  surmounted,  and  Alexander  with  those  around  him, 
gradually  thrusting  back  the  defenders,  made  good  their  way  up 
the  high  bank  to  the  level  ground.  At  other  points  the  resist¬ 
ance  was  not  equally  vigorous.  The  left  and  centre  of  the  Mace¬ 
donians,  crossing  at  the  same  time  on  all  practicable  spaces  along 
the  whole  line,  overpowered  the  Persians  stationed  on  the  slope, 
and  got  up  to  the  level  ground  with  comparative  facility.1  In¬ 
deed  no  cavalry  could  possibly  stand  on  the  bank  to  offer  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  phalanx  with  its  array  of  long  pikes,  wherever  this 
could  reach  the  ascent  in  any  continuous  front.  The  easy  cross¬ 
ing  of  the  Macedonians  at  other  points  helped  to  constrain  those 
Persians,  who  were  contending  with  Alexander  himself  on  the 
slope,  to  recede  to  the  level  ground  above. 

Here  again,  as  at  the  water’s  edge,  Alexander  was  foremost  in 
personal  conflict.  His  pike  having  been  broken,  he  turned  to  a 
soldier  near  him  —  Aretis,  one  of  the  horseguards  who  generally 
aided  him  in  mounting  his  horse  —  and  asked  for  another.  But 
this  man,  having  broken  his  pike  also,  showed  the  fragment  to 
Alexander,  requesting  him  to  ask  some  one  else ;  upon  which 
the  Corinthian  Demaratus,  one  of  the  Companion-cavalry  close 
at  hand,  gave  him  his  weapon  instead. .  Thus  armed  anew,  Alex¬ 
ander  spurred  his  horse  forward  against  Mithridates  (son-in-law 


1  Arrian,  i.  15,  5.  Ka«  n epl  avrov  (Alexander  himself)  £ vveiarrjKec  fiuxy 
Kaprepa,  nal  kv  rovrcp  a A/lai  hn'  a AAaif  tuv  Tatjeov  rotg  Manedocn  dtitfcuvov 

OV  £uAf7TWf  TjpT]. 

These  words  deserve  attention,  because  they  show  how  incomplete  Arri 
an’s  description  of  the  battle  had  before  been.  Dwelling  almost  exclusively 
upon  the  personal  presence  and  achievements  of  Alexander,  he  had  said 
little  even  about  the  right  half  of  the  army,  and  nothing  at  all  about  the 
left  half  of  it  under  Parmenio.  We  discover  from  these  words  that  all  the 
rd feif  of  the  phalanx  (not  only  the  three  in  Alexander’s  half,  but  also  the 
three  in  Parmenio’s  half)  passed  the  river  nearly  at  the  same  time,  and  for 
the  most  part,  with  little  or  no  resistance. 
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of  Darius,)  who  was  bringing  up  a  column  of  cavalry  to  attack 
him,  but  was  himself  considerably  in  advance  of  it.  Alexander 
thrust  his  pike  into  the  face  of  Mithridates,  and  laid  him  pros¬ 
trate  on  the  ground :  he  then  turned  to  another  of  the  Persian 
leaders,  Rhcesakes,  who  struck  him  a  blow  on  the  head  with  his 
scymetar,  knocked  off  a  portion  of  his  helmet,  but  did  not  pene- 
tiate  beyond.  Alexander  avenged  this  blow  by  thrusting  Rlioe- 
sakes  through  the  body  with  his  pike.1  Meanwhile  a  third  Per¬ 
sian  leader,  Spithridates,  was  actually  close  behind  Alexander, 
with  hand  and  scymetar  uplifted  to  cut  him  down.  At  this  criti¬ 
cal  moment,  Kleitus  son  of  Dropides  —  one  of  the  ancient  offi¬ 
cers  of  Philip,  high  in  the  Macedonian  service  —  struck  with  full 
force  at  the  uplifted  arm  of  Spithridates  and  severed  it  from  the 
body,  thus  preserving  Alexander’s  life.  Other  leading  Persians, 
kinsmen  of  Spithridates,  rushed  desperately  on  Alexander,  who 
received  many  blows  on  his  armor,  and  was  in  much  danger. 
But  the  efforts  of  his  companions  near  were  redoubled,  both  to 
defend  his  person  and  to  second  his  adventurous  daring.  It  was 
on  that  point  that  the  Persian  cavalry  was  first  broken.  On  the 
left  of  the  Macedonian  line,  the  Thessalian  cavalry  also  fought 
with  vigor  and  success ; 2  and  the  light-armed  foot,  intermingled 
with  Alexander’s  cavalry  generally,  did  great  damage  to  the 
enemy.  The  rout  of  the  Persian  cavalry,  once  begun,  speedily 
became  general.  They  fled  in  all  directions,  pursued  by  the 
Macedonians. 

But  Alexander  and  his  officers  soon  checked  this  ardor  of  pur¬ 
suit,  calling  back  their  cavalry  to  complete  his  victory.  The 
Persian  infantry,  Asiatics  as  well  as  Greeks,  had  remained  with¬ 
out  movement  or  orders,  looking  on  the  cavalry  battle  which  had 
just  disastrously  terminated.  To  them  Alexander  immediately 
turned  his  attention.3  He  brought  up  his  phalanx  and  hypas- 
pistae  to  attack  them  in  front,  while  his  cavalry  assailed  on  all 


'  Arrian,  i.  15,  6-12  ;  Diodor.  xvi.  20  ;  Plutarch,  Alex.  IS.  These  authors 
differ  in  the  details.  I  follow  Arrian. 

2  Diodor.  xvii.  21 . 

3  Arrian,  i.  16,  1  Plutarch  says  that  the  infantry,  on  seeing  the  cavalry 
routed,  demanded  to  capitulate  on  terms  with  Alexander ;  but  this  secmt 
hardly  probable. 

& 
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»»ides  their  unproiected  flanks  and  rear;  he  himself  charged  with 
the  cavalry,  and  had  a  horse  killed  under  him.  His  infantry  • 
alone  was  more  numerous  than  they,  so  that  against  such  odds 
the  result  could  hardly  be  doubtful.  The  greater  part  of  these 
mercenaries,  after  a  valiant  resistance,  were  cut  to  pieces  on  the 
field.  We  are  told  that  none  escaped,  except  2000  made  prison¬ 
ers,  and  some  who  remained  concealed  in  the  field  among  the 
dead  bodies.1 

In  this  complete  and  signal  defeat,  the  loss  of  the  Persian  cav¬ 
alry  was  not  very  serious  in  mere  number  —  for  only  1000  of 
them  were  slain.  But  the  slaughter  of  the  leading  Persians, 
who  had  exposed  themselves  with  extreme  bravery  in  the  per¬ 
sonal  conflict  against  Alexander,  was  terrible.  There  were  slain 
not  only  Mithridates,  Rhoesakes,  and  Spithridates,  whose  names 
have  been  already  mentioned,  —  but  also  Pharnakes,  brother-in- 
law  of  Darius,  Mithrobarzanes  satrap  of  Kappadokia,  Atizyes, 
Niphates,  Petines,  and  others ;  all  Persians  of  rank  and  conse¬ 
quence.  Arsites,  the  satrap  of  Phrygia,  whose  rashness  had 
mainly  caused  the  rejection  of  Memnon’s  advice,  escaped  from 
the  field,  but  died  shortly  afterwards  by  his  own  hand,  from  an¬ 
guish  and  humiliation.2  The  Persian  or  Perso-Grecian  infan¬ 
try,  though  probably  more  of  them  individually  escaped  than  is 
implied  in  Arrian’s  account,  was  as  a  body  irretrievably  ruined. 
No  force  was  either  left  in  the  field,  or  could  be  afterwards  reas¬ 
sembled  in  Asia  Minor. 

The  loss  on  the  side  of  Alexander  is  said  to  have  been  very 
small.  Twenty-five  of  the  Companion-cavalry,  belonging  to  the 
division  under  Ptolemy  and  Amyntas;  were  slain  in  the  first  un¬ 
successful  attempt  to  pass  the  river.  Of  the  other  cavalry,  sixty 
in  all  were  slain  ;  of  the  infantry,  thirty.  This  is  given  to  us  as 
the  entire  loss  on  the  side  of  Alexander.3  It  is  only  the  number 
of  killed  ;  that  of  the  wounded  is  not  stated  ;  but  assuming  it  to 
be  ten  times  the  number  of  killed,  the  total  of  both  together  will 


1  Arrian,  i.  16,  4;  Diodor.  xvii.  21.  Diodorus  says  that  on  the  part  erf 
the  Persians  more  than  10.000  foot  were  killed,  with  2000  cavalry  ;  and 
that  more  than  20,000  men  were  made  prisoners. 

*  Arrian,  i.  16,  5,  6 

s  Arrian,  i.  16,  7,  8. 
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be  1265.!  If  this  be  correct,  the  resistance  of  the  Persian  cav* 
airy,  except  near  that  point  where  Alexander  himself  and  the 
Persian  chiefs  came  into  conflict,  cannot  have  been  either  serious 
or  long  protracted.  But  when  we  add  farther  the  contest  with 
the  infantry,  the  smallness  of  the  total  assigned  for  Macedonian 
killed  and  wounded  will  appear  still  more  surprising.  The  total 
of  the  Persian  infantry  is  stated  at  nearly  20,000,  most  part  of 
them  Greek  mercenaries.  Of  these  only  2000  were  made  pris¬ 
oners  ;  nearly  all  the  rest  (according  to  Arrian)  were  slain. 
Now  the  Greek  mercenaries  were  well  armed,  and  not  likely  to 
let  themselves  be  slain  with  impunity ;  moreover  Plutarch  ex¬ 
pressly  affirms  that  they  resisted  with  desperate  valor,  and  that 
most  of  the  Macedonian  loss  was  incurred  in  the  conflict  against 
them.  It  is  not  easy  therefore  to  comprehend  how  the  total 
number  of  slain  can  be  brought  within  the  statement  of  Arrian.1 2 

After  the  victory,  Alexander  manifested  the  greatest  solicitude 
for  his  wounded  soldiers,  whom  he  visited  and  consoled  in  per¬ 
son.  Of  the  twenty-five  Companions  slain,  he  caused  brazen 
statues,  by  Lysippus,  to  be  erected  at  Dium  in  Macedonia,  where 
they  were  still  standing  in  the  time  of  Arrian.  To  the  surviv¬ 
ing  relatives  of  all  the  slain  he  also  granted  immunity  from  tax¬ 
ation  and  from  personal  service.  The  dead  bodies  were  honor¬ 
ably  buried,  those  of  the  enemy  as  well  as  of  his  own  soldiers. 
The  two  thousand  Greeks  in  the  Persian  service  who  had  be¬ 
come  his  prisoners,  were  put  in  chains,  and  transported  to  Mace¬ 
donia,  there  to  work  as  slaves ;  to  which  treatment  Alexander 
condemned  them  on  the  ground  that  they  had  taken  arms  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  foreigner  against  Greece,  in  contravention  of  the  gen 
eral  vote  passed  by  the  synod  at  Corinth.  At  the  same  tim£,  he 


1  Arrian,  in  describing  another  battle,  considers  that  the  proportion  of 
twelve  to  one,  between  wounded  and  killed,  is  above  what  could  have  been 
expected  (v.  24,  8).  Riistow  and  Kochly  (p.  273)  state  that  in  modern 
battles,  the  ordinary  proportion  of  wounded  to  killed  is  from  8 :  1  to 
10:  1. 

2  Arrian,  i.  16,  8;  Plutarch,  Alexand.  16.  Aristobulus  (apud  Plutarch. 
1.  c.)  snid  that  there  were  slain,  among  the  companions  of  Alexander  (rw v 
nepi  tov  ’AA eijavdpov)  thirty -four  persons,  of  whom  nine  were  infantry 
This  coincides  with  Arrian’s  statement  about  the  twenty-five  companions 
of  the  cavalry,  slain. 
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Bent  to  Athens  three  hundred  panoplies  selected  from  the  spoil, 
to  be  dedicated  to  Athene  in  the  acropolis  with  this  inscription 
—  “  Alexander  son  of  Philip,  and  the  Greeks,  except  the  Lace¬ 
daemonians  ( present  these  offerings ,)  out  of  the  spoils  of  the  for¬ 
eigners  inhabiting  Asia.”1  Though  the  vote  to  which  Alexan¬ 
der  appealed  represented  no  existing  Grecian  aspiration,  and 
granted  only  a  sanction  which  could  not  be  safely  refused,  yet  he 
found  satisfaction  in  clothing  his  own  self-aggrandizing  impulse 
under  the  name  of  a  supposed  Pan-kellenic  purpose :  which  was 
at  the  same  time  useful,  as  strengthening  his  hold  upon  the 
Greeks,  who  were  the  only  persons  competent,  either  as  officers 
or  soldiers,  to  uphold  the  Persian  empire  against  him.  His  con¬ 
quests  were  the  extinction  of  genuine  Hellenism,  though  they 
diffused  an  exterior  varnish  of  it,  and  especially  the  Greek  lan¬ 
guage,  over  much  of  the  Oriental  world.  True  Grecian  interests 
lay  more  on  the  side  of  Darius  than  of  Alexander. 

The  battle  of  the  Granikus,  brought  on  by  Arsites  and  the 
other  satraps  contrary  to  the  advice  of  Mernnon,  was  moreover 
so  unskilfully  fought  by  them,  that  the  gallantry  of  their  infan¬ 
try,  the  most  formidable  corps  of  Greeks  that  had  ever  been  in 
the  Persian  service,  was  rendered  of  little  use.  The  battle,  pro¬ 
perly  speaking,  was  fought  only  by  the  Persian  cavalry ; 2 3  the 
infantry  was  left  to  be  surrounded  and  destroyed  afterwards. 

No  victory  could  be  more  decisive  or  terror-striking  than  that 
of  Alexander.  There  remained  no  force  in  the  field  to  oppose 
him.  The  impression  made  by  so  great  a  public  catastrophe 
was  enhanced  by  two  accompanying  circumstances ;  first,  by  the 
number  of  Persian  grandees  who  peri-shed,  realizing  almost  the 
wailings  of  Atossa,  Xerxes,  and  the  Chorus,  in  the  Persae  of 
JEschylus,8  after  the  battle  of  Salamis  —  next,  by  the  chivalrous 
and  successful  prowess  of  Alexander  himself,  who,  emulating  the 
Homeric  Achilles,  not  only  rushed  foremost  into  the  melee ,  but 


1  Arrian,  i.  16,  10,  11. 

*  Arrian  usually  calls  the  battle  of  the  Granikus  an  imro/uixia  'i.  17,  10 
and  elsewhere). 

The  battle  was  fought  in  the  Attic  month  Thargeiion  :  proba  y  the  W 
ginning  of  May  (Plutarch,  Camillus,  19). 

3^Eschylus,  Pers.  950  seqq. 
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killed  two  of  these  grandees  with  his  own  hand.  Such  exploits, 
impressive  even  when  we  read  of  them  now,  must  at  the  moment 
when  they  occurred  have  acted  most  powerfully  upon  the  imag¬ 
ination  of  contemporaries. 

Several  of  the  neighboring  Mysian  mountaineers,  though  mu¬ 
tinous  subjects  towards  Persia,  came  down  to  make  submission 
to  him,  and  were  permitted  to  occupy  their  lands  under  the  same 
tribute  as  they  had  paid  before.  The  inhabitants  of  the  neigh¬ 
boring  Grecian  city  of  Zeleia,  whose  troops  had  served  with  the 
Persians,  surrendered  and  obtained  their  pardon  ;  Alexander  ad¬ 
mitting  the  plea  that  they  had  served  only  under  constraint.  He 
then  sent  Parmenio  to  attack  Daskylium,  the  stronghold  and 
chief  residence  of  the  satrap  of  Phrygia.  Even  this  place  was 
evacuated  by  the  garrison  and  surrendered,  doubtless  with  a  con¬ 
siderable  treasure  therein.  The  whole  satrapy  of  Phrygia  thus 
fell  into  Alexander’s  power,  and  was  appointed  to  be  adminis¬ 
tered  by  Kalks  for  his  behalf,  levying  the  same  amount  of  tri¬ 
bute  as  had  been  paid  before.1  He  himself  then  marched,  with 
his  main  force,  in  a  southerly  direction  towards  Sardis  —  fche 
chief  town  of  Lydia,  and  the  main  station  of  the  Persians  in 
Asia  Minor.  The  citadel  of  Sardis. —  situated  on  a  lofty  and 
steep  rock  projecting  from  Mount  Tmolus,  fortified  by  a  triple 
wall  with  an  adequate  garrison  —  was  accounted  impregnable, 
and  at  any  rate  could  hardly  have  been  taken  by  anything  less  than 
a  long  blockade,2  which  would  have  allowed  time  for  the  arrival  of 
the  fleet  and  the  operations  of  Memnon.  Yet  such  was  the  terror 
which  now  accompanied  the  Macedonian  conqueror,  that  when 
he  arrived  within  eight  miles  of  Sardis,  he  met  not  only  a  depu¬ 
tation  of  the  chief  citizens,  but  also  the  Persian  governor  of  the 
citadel,  Mithrines.  The  town,  citadel,  garrison,  and  treasure 
were  delivered  up  to  him  without  a  blow.  Fortunately  for 
Alexander,  there  were  not  in  Asia  any  Persian  governors  of 
courage  and  fidelity  such  as  had  been  displayed  by  Maskames 


1  Arrian,  i.  17,  1,  2. 

9  About  the  almost  impregnable  fortifications  and  position  of  Sardis,  see 
Polybius,  vii.  15-18  ,  Herod,  i.  84.  It  held  out  for  nearly  two  years  againsj 
Antiochus  III.  (b.  c.  216),  and  was  taken  at  last  only  by  the  extreme  car® 
lessness  of  the  defenders  ,  even  then  the  citadel  was  still  held. 
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and  Boges  after  the  repulse  of  Xerxes  from  Greece.1  Alexan¬ 
der  treated  Mithrines  with  courtesy  and  honor,  granted  freedom 
to  the  Sardians  and  to  the  other  Lydians  generally,  with  the  use 
of  their  own  Lydian  laws.  The  betrayal  of  Sardis  by  Mithrines 
was  a  signal  good  fortune  to  Alexander.  On  going  up  to  the 
citadel,  he  contemplated  with  astonishment  its  prodigious 
strength  ;  congratulating  himself  on  so  easy  an  acquisition,  and 
giving  directions  to  build  there  a  temple  of  Olympian  Zeus,  on 
the  spot  where  the  old  palace  of  the  kings  of  Lydia  had  been  sit¬ 
uated.  He  named  Pausanias  governor  of  the  citadel,  with  a  gar¬ 
rison  of  Peloponnesians  from  Argos ;  Asander,  satrap  of  the 
country  ;  and  Nikias,  collector  of  tribute.2  The  freedom  granted 
to  the  Lydians,  whatever  it  may  have  amounted  to,  did  not  ex 
onerate  them  from  paying  the  usual  tribute. 

From  Sardis,  he  ordered  Kallas,  the  new  satrap  of  Helles- 
pontine  Phrygia  —  and  Alexander  son  of  Aeropus,  who  had 
been  promoted  in  place  of  Kallas  to  the  command  of  the  Thes¬ 
salian  cavalry  —  to  attack  Atarneus  and  the  district  belonging  to 
Memnon,  on  the  Asiatic  coast  opposite  Lesbos.  Meanwhile  he 
himself  directed  his  march  to  Ephesus,  which  he  reached  on  the 
fourth  day.  Both  at  Ephesus  and  at  Miletus  —  the  two  princi¬ 
pal  strongholds  of  the  Persians  on  the  coast,  as  Sardis  was  in  the 
interior  —  the  sudden  catastrophe  at  the  Granikus  had  struck 
unspeakable  terror.  Hegesistratus,  governor  of  the  Persian  gar¬ 
rison  (Greek  mercenaries)  at  Miletus,  sent  letters  to  Alexander 
offering  to  surrender  the  town  on  his  approach ;  while  the  garri¬ 
son  at  Ephesus,  with  the  Macedonian  exile  Amyntas,  got  on 
board  two  triremes  in  the  harbor,  and  fled.  It  appears  that 
there  had  been  recently  a  political  revolution  in  the  town,  con¬ 
ducted  by  Syrphax  and  other  leaders,  who  had  established  an 
oligarchical  government.  These  men,  banishing  their  political 
opponents,  had  committed  depredations  on  the  temple  of  Arte¬ 
mis,  overthrown  the  statue  of  Philip  of  Macedon  dedicated 
therein,  and  destroyed  the  sepulchre  of  Heropythus  the  liberator 
in  the  agora.* * 8  Some  of  the  party,  though  abandoned  by  their 


*  Herodot.  vii.  106,  107. 

3  Arrian,  i.  17,  5-9;  Diodor.  xvii.  21. 

8  Arrian,  i.  17,  12.  Respecting  these  commotions  at  Ephesus,  which  had 
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garrison,  were  still  trying  to  invoke  aid  from  Memnon,  who  how¬ 
ever  was  yet  at  a  distance.  Alexander  entered  the  town  without 
resistance,  restored  the  exiles,  established  a  democratical  consti¬ 
tution,  and  directed  that  the  tribute  heretofore  paid  to  the  Per¬ 
sians  should  now  be  paid  to  the  Ephesian  Artemis.  Syrphax 
and  his  family  sought  refuge  in  the  temple,  from  whence  they 
were  dragged  by  the  people  and  stoned  to  death.  More  of  the 
same  party  would  have  been  despatched,  had  not  the  popular 
vengeance  been  restrained  by  Alexander;  who  displayed  an 
honorable  and  prudent  moderation.* 1 

Thus  master  of  Ephesus,  Alexander  found  himself  in  commu¬ 
nication  with  his  fleet,  under  the  command  of  Nikanor ;  and  re¬ 
ceived  propositions  of  surrender  from  the  two  neighboring  inland 
cities,  Magnesia  and  Tralleis.  To  occupy  these  cities,  he  de¬ 
spatched  Parmenio  with  5000  foot  (half  of  them  Macedonians) 
and  200  of  the  Companion-cavalry ;  while  he  at  the  same  time 
sent  Antimachus  with  an  equal  force  in  a  northerly  direction,  to 
liberate  the  various  cities  of  JEolic  and  Ionic  Greeks.  This  offi¬ 
cer  was  instructed  to  put  down  in  each  of  them  the  ruling  oli¬ 
garchy,  which  acted  with  a  mercenary  garrison  as  an  instrument 
of  Persian  supremacy  —  to  place  the  government  in  the  hands 
of  the  citizens  —  and  to  abolish  all  payment  of  tribute.  He  him¬ 
self  —  after  taking  part  in  a  solemn  festival  and  procession  to 
the  temple  of  Ephesian  Artemis,  with  his  whole  army  in  battle 
array  —  marched  southward  towards  Miletus;  his  fleet  under 
Nikanor  proceeding  thither  by  sea.2  He  expected  probably  to 
enter  Miletus  with  as  little  resistance  as  Ephesus.  But  his  hopes 
were  disappointed :  Hegesistratus,  commander  of  the  garrison  in 
that  town,  though  under  the  immediate  terror  of  the  defeat  at  the 
Granikus  he  had  written  to  offer  submission,  had  now  altered  his 
tone,  and  determined  to  hold  out.  The  formidable  Persian  fleet,3 


preceded  the  expedition  of  Alexander,  we  have  no  information :  nor  are  wq 
told  who  Heropythus  was  or  under  what  circumstances  he  had  liberated 
Ephesus.  It  would  have  been  interesting  to  know  these  facts,  as  illustrating 
the  condition  of  the  Asiatic  Greeks  previous  to  Alexander’s  invasion. 

1  Arrian,  i  17,  10-13. 

8  Arrian,  i.  18,  5.  6. 

*  Arrian,  i.  18,  10-} 3 
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four  hundred  sail  of  Phenician  and  Cyprian  ships  of  war  with 
well-trained  seamen,  was  approaching. 

This  naval  force,  which  a  few  weeks  earlier  would  have  pre¬ 
vented  Alexander  from  crossing  into  Asia,  now  afforded  the  only 
hope  of  arresting  the  rapidity  and  ease  of  his  conquests.  What 
steps  had  been  taken  by  the  Persian  officers  since  the  defeat  at 
the  Granikus,  we  do  not  hear.  Many  of  them  had  fled,  along 
with  Memnon,  to  Miletus ; 1  and  they  were  probably  disposed, 
under  the  present  desperate  circumstances,  to  accept  the  com¬ 
mand  of  Memnon  as  their  only  hope  of  safety,  though  they  had 
despised  his  counsel  on  the  day  of  the  battle.  Whether  the 
towns  in  Memnon’s  principality  of  Atarneus  had  attempted  any 
resistance  against  the  Macedonians,  we  do  not  know.  His  inter¬ 
ests  however  were  so  closely  identified  with  those  of  Persia,  that 
he  had  sent  up  his  wife  and  children  as  hostages,  to  induce  Da¬ 
rius  to  entrust  him  with  the  supreme  conduct  of  the  war.  Or¬ 
ders  to  this  effect  were  presently  sent  down  by  that  prince ; 2  but 
at  the  first  arrival  of  the  fleet,  it  seems  not  to  have  been  under 
the  command  of  Memnon,  who  was  however  probably  on  board. 

It  came  too  late  to  aid  in  the  defence  of  Miletus.  Three  days 
before  its  arrival,  Nikanor  the  Macedonian  admiral,  with  his 
fleet  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  ships,  had  occupied  the  island  of 
Lade,  which  commanded  the  harbor  of  that  city.  Alexander 
found  the  outer  portion  of  Miletus  evacuated,  and  took  it  without 
resistance.  He  was  making  preparations  to  besiege  the  inner 
city,  and  had  already  transported  4000  troops  across  to  the  island 
of  Lade,  when  the  powerful  Persian  fleet  came  in  sight,  but 
found  itself  excluded  from  Miletus,  and  obliged  to  take  moorings 
under  the  neighboring  promontory  of  Mykale.  Unwilling  to 
abandon  without  a  battle  the  command  of  the  sea,  Parmenio  ad¬ 
vised  Alexander  to  fight  this  fleet,  offering  himself  to  share  the 
hazard  aboard.  But  Alexander  disapproved  the  proposition,  af¬ 
firming  that  his  fleet  was  inferior  not  less  in  skill  than  in  num¬ 
bers  ;  that  the  high  training  of  the  Macedonians  would  tell  lor 
nothing  on  shipboard ;  and  that  a  naval  defeat  would  be  the  sig- 
aaal  for  insurrection  in  Greece.  Besides  debating  such  pruden- 


•  Diodor.  xviL  22. 


*  Diodoi*  xvii.  23 
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tial  reasons,  Alexander  and  Parmenio  also  differed  about  the  re* 
ligious  promise  of  the  case.  On  the  sea-shore,  near  the  stern  of 
the  Macedonian  ships,  Parmenio  had  seen  an  eagle,  which  filled 
him  with  confidence  that  the  ships  would  prove  victorious.  But 
Alexander  contended  that  this  interpretation  was  incorrect. 
Though  the  eagle  doubtless  promised  to  him  victory,  yet  it  had 
been  seen  on  land  —  and  therefore  his  victories  would  be  on 
land :  hence  the  result  signified  was,  that  he  would  overcome  the 
Persian  fleet,  by  means  of  land-operations.1  This  part  of  the 
debate,  between  two  practical  military  men  of  ability,  is  not  the 
least  interesting  of  the  whole  ;  illustrating  as  it  does,  not  only  the 
religious  susceptibilities  of  the  age,  but  also  the  pliancy  of  the 
interpretative  process,  lending  itself  equally  well  to  inferences 
totally  opposite.  The  difference  between  a  sagacious  and  a  dull- 
witted  prophet,  accommodating  ambiguous  omens  to  useful  or 
mischievous  conclusions,  was  one  of  very  material  importance  in 
the  ancient  world. 

Alexander  now  prepared  vigorously  to  assault  Miletus,  repu¬ 
diating  with  disdain  an  offer  brought  to  him  by  a  Milesian  citizen 
named  Glaukippus  —  that  the  city  should  be  neutral  and  open  to 
him  as  well  as  to  the  Persians.  His  fleet  under  Nikanor  occu¬ 
pied  the  harbor,  blocked  up  its  narrow  mouth  against  the  Per¬ 
sians,  and  made  threatening  demonstrations  from  the  water’s  edge  5 
while  he  himself  brought  up  his  battering-engines  against  the  walls, 
shook  or  overthrew  them  in  several  places,  and  then  stormed  the 
city.  The  Milesians,  with  the  Grecian  mercenary  garrison,  made 
a  brave  defence,  but  were  overpowered  by  the  impetuosity  of  the 
assault.  A  large  number  of  them  were  slain,  and  there  was  no 
way  of  escape  except  by  jumping  into  little  boats,  or  swimming 
off  upon  the  hollow  of  the  shield.  Even  of  these  fugitives,  most 
part  were  killed  by  the  seamen  of  the  Macedonian  triremes  ;  but 
a  division  of  300  Grecian  mercenaries  got  on  to  an  isolated  rock 
near  the  mouth  of  the  harbor,  and  there  prepared  to  sell  their  lives 
dearly.  Alexander,  as  soon  as  his  soldiers  were  thoroughly  mas¬ 
ters  of  the  city,  went  himself  on  shipboard  to  attack  the  merce* 
naries  on  the  rock,  taking  with  him  ladders  in  order  to  effect  & 
landing  upon  it.  But  when  he  saw  that  they  were  resolved  on  & 


1  Arrian,  i.  18.  9-15  ,  i.  20,  2. 
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desperate  defence,  he  preferred  admitting  them  to  terms  of  capita 
lation,  and  received  them  into  his  own  service.* 1  To  the  surviv¬ 
ing  Milesian  citizens  he  granted  the  condition  of  a  free  city,  while 
he  caused  all  the  remaining  prisoners  to  be  sold  as  slaves. 

The  powerful  Persian  fleet,  from  the  neighboring  promontory 
of  M.ykale,  was  compelled  to  witness,  without  being  able  to  pre¬ 
vent,  the  capture  of  Miletus,  and  was  presently  withdrawn  to  Ha- 
likarnassus.  At  the  same  time  Alexander  came  to  the  resolution 
of  disbanding  his  own  fleet  ;  which,  while  costing  more  than  he 
could  then  afford,  was  nevertheless  unfit  to  cope  with  the  enemy 
in  open  sea.  He  calculated  that  by  concentrating  all  his  efforts 
on  land-operations,  especially  against  the  cities  on  the  coast,  he 
should  exclude  the  Persian  fleet  from  all  effective  hold  on  Asia 
Minor,  and  ensure  that  country  to  himself.  He  therefore  paid 
off  all  the  ships,  retaining  only  a  moderate  squadron  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  transport.2 

Before  this  time,  probably,  the  whole  Asiatic  coast  northward 
of  Miletus  —  including  the  Ionic  and  .ZEolic  cities  and  the  princi¬ 
pality  of  Memnon  —  had  either  accepted  willingly  the  dominion 
of  Alexander,  or  had  been  reduced  by  his  detachments.  Ac¬ 
cordingly  he  now  directed  his  march  southward  from  Miletus, 
towards  Karia,  and  especially  towards  Halikarnassus,  the  princi¬ 
pal  city  of  that  territory.  On  entering  Karia,  he  was  met  by 
Ada,  a  member  of  the  Karian  princely  family,  who  tendered  to 
him  her  town  of  Alinda  and  her  other  possessions,  adopting  him 
as  her  son,  and  entreating  his  protection.  Not  many  years  earlier, 
under  Mausdlus  and  Artemisia,  the  powerful  princes  of  this  fam¬ 
ily  had  been  formidable  to  all  the  Grecian  islands.  It  was  the 
custom  of  Karia  that  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  reigning  family 
intermarried  with  each  other  :  Mausdlus  and  his  wife  Artemisia 
were  succeeded  by  Idrieus  and  his  wife  Ada,  all  four  being 
brothers  and  sisters,  sons  and  daughters  of  Hekatomnus.  On  the 


1  Arrian,  i.  19  ,  Diodor.  xvii.  22. 

1  Arrian,  i.  20, 1-4 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  22.  At  the  same  time,  the  statement  of 

Diodorus  can  hardly  be  correct  (xvii.  24),  that  Alexander  sent  his  battering 
engines  from  Miletus  to  Halikarnassus  by  sea.  This  would  only  have  expo3* 
ed  them  to  be  captured  by  the  Persian  fleet.  We  shall  see  that  Alexandei 
reorganized  his  entire  fleet  during  the  ensuing  year. 
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death  of  Idrieus,  liis  widow  Ada  was  expelled  from  Halikarnas¬ 
sus  and  other  parts  of  Karia  by  her  surviving  brother  Pixoda- 
rus ;  though  she  still  preserved  some  strong  towns,  which  proved  a 
welcome  addition  to  the  conquests  of  Alexander.  Pixodarus,  on  the 
contrary,  who  had  given  his  daughter  in  marriage  to  a  leading 
Persian  named  Orontobates,  warmly  espoused  the  Persian  cause, 
and  made  Halikarnassus  a  capital  point  of  resistance  against  the 
invader.* 1 * 

But  it  was  not  by  him  alone  that  this  city  was  defended.  The 
Persian  fleet  had  repaired  thither  from  Miletus ;  Memnon,  now 
invested  by  Darius  with  supreme  command  on  the  Asiatic  coast 
and  the  JEgean,  was  there  in  person.  There  was  not  only  Oron¬ 
tobates  with  many  other  Asiatics,  but  also  a  large  garrison  of 
mercenary  Greeks,  commanded  by  Ephialtes,  a  brave  Athenian 
exile.  The  city,  strong  both  by  nature  and  by  art,  with  a  sur¬ 
rounding  ditch  forty-five  feet  broad  and  twenty-two  feet  deep, 2 
had  been  still  farther  strengthened  under  the  prolonged  superin¬ 
tendence  of  Memnon ; 8  lastly,  there  were  two  citadels,  a  fortified 
harbor,  with  its  entrance  fronting  the  south,  abundant  magazines 
of  arms,  and  good  provision  of  defensive  engines.  The  siege  of 
Halikarnassus  was  the  most  arduous  enterprise  which  Alexander 
had  yet  undertaken.  Instead  of  attacking  it  by  land  and  sea  at 
once,  as  at  Miletus,  he  could  make  his  approaches  only  from  the 
land,  while  the  defenders  were  powerfully  aided  from  seaward  by 
the  Persian  ships  with  their  numerous  crews. 

His  first  efforts,  directed  against  the  gate  on  the  north  or  north¬ 
east  of  the  city,  which  led  towards  Mylasa,  were  interrupted  by 
frequent  sallies  and  discharges  from  the  engines  on  the  walls. 
After  a  few  days  thus  spent  without  much  avail,  he  passed  with 
a  large  section  of  his  army  to  the  western  side  of  the  town,  to¬ 
wards  the  outlying  portion  of  the  projecting  tongue  of  land,  on 
which  Halikarnassus  and  Myndus  (the  latter  farther  westward) 
were  situated.  While  making  demonstrations  on  this  side  of  Hali¬ 
karnassus,  he  at  the  same  time  attempted  a  night-attack  on  Myu- 


1  Arrian,  i  23,  11,  12  ,  Diodor.  xvii.  24  ;  Strabo,  xiv  p  657 
a  Arrian,  i.  20,  13. 

1  Arrian,  i.  20,  5.  £ v/unavra  ravra  Mepvuv  re  avrb<;  rcapuv  lx 

vapeonevwcet,  etc. 


96 


HISTORY  OF  GREECE 


dus,  but  was  obliged  to  retire  after  some  hours  of  fruitless  effort. 
He  then  confined  himself  to  the  siege  of  Halikarnassus.  His 
soldiers,  protected  from  missiles  by  movable  penthouses  (called 
Tortoises),  gradually  filled  up  the  wide  and  deep  ditch  round  the 
town,  so  as  to  open  a  level  road  for  his  engines  (rolling  towers  of 
wood)  to  come  up  close  to  the  walls.  The  engines  being  brought 
up  close,  the  work  of  demolition  was  successfully  prosecuted  ; 
notwithstanding  vigorous  sallies  from  the  garrison,  repulsed, 
though  not  without  loss  and  difficulty,  by  the  Macedonians. 
Presently  the  shock  of  the  battering-engines  had  overthrown  two 
towers  of  the  city-wall,  together  with  two  intermediate  breadths 
of  wall ;  and  a  third  tower  was  beginning  to  totter.  The  besieged 
were  employed  in  erecting  an  inner  wall  of  brick  to  cover  the 
open  space,  and  a  wooden  tower  of  the  great  height  of  150  feet 
for  the  purpose  of  casting  projectiles.1  It  appears  that  Alexan¬ 
der  waited  for  the  full  demolition  of  the  third  tower,  before  he 
thought  the  breach  wide  enough  to  be  stormed  ;  but  an  assault 
was  prematurely  brought  on  by  two  adventurous  soldiers  from  the 
division  of  Perdikkas.2  These  men,  elate  with  wine,  rushed  up 
single-handed  to  attack  the  Mylasean  gate,  and  slew  the  foremost 
of  the  defenders  who  came  out  to  oppose  them,  until  at  length, 
reinforcements  arriving  successively  on  both  sides,  a  general  com¬ 
bat  took  place  at  a  short  distance  from  the  wall.  In  the  end,  the 
•  Macedonians  were  victorious,  and  drove  the  besieged  back  into 
the  city.  Such  was  the  confusion,  that  the  city  might  then  have 
been  assaulted  and  taken,  had  measures  been  prepared  for  it  be¬ 
forehand.  The  third  tower  was  speedily  overthrown  ;  neverthe¬ 
less,  before  this  could  be  accomplished,  the  besieged  had  already 
completed  their  half-moon  within,  against  which  accordingly,  on 
the  next  day,  Alexander  pushed  forward  his  engines.  In  this  ad¬ 
vanced  position,  however,  being  as  it  were  within  the  circle  of  the 
city-wall,  the  Macedonians  were  exposed  to  discharges  not  only  from 
engines  in  their  front,  but  also  from  the  towers  yet  standing  on 
each  side  of  them.  Moreover,  at  night,  a  fresh  sally  was  made 


1  Compare  Arrian,  i.  21,  7,  8  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  25,  26 
3  Both  Arrian,  (i.  21,  5)  and  Diodorus  (xvii.  25)  mention  this  proceed 
ing  of  the  two  soldiers  of  Perdikkas,  though  Diodorus  says  that  it  occur 
red  at  night,  which  cannot  well  be  true. 
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with  so  much  impetuosity,  that  some  of  the  covering  wicker-work 
of  the  engines,  and  even  the  main  wood-work  of  one  of  them,  was 
burnt.  It  was  not  without  difficulty  that  Philotas  and  Hellani- 
kus,  the  officers  on  guard,  preserved  the  remainder ;  nor  were 
the  besieged  finally  driven  in,  until  Alexander  himself  appeared 
with  reinforcements.1  Though  his  troops  had  been  victors  in 
these  successive  combats,  yet  he  could  not  carry  off  his  dead,  who 
lay  close  to  the  walls,  without  soliciting  a  truce  for  burial.  Such 
request  usually  counted  as  a  confession  of  defeat:  nevertheless 
Alexander  solicited  the  truce,  which  was  granted  by  Memnon,  in 
spite  of  the  contrary  opinion  of  Ephialtes.2 

After  a  few  days  of  interval,  for  burying  his  dead  and  repair 
ing  the  engines,  Alexander  recommenced  attack  upon  the  half¬ 
moon,  under  his  own  personal  superintendence.  Among  the 
leaders  within,  a  conviction  gained  ground  that  the  place  could 
not  long  hold  out.  Ephialtes  especially,  resolved  not  to  survive 
the  capture,  and  seeing  that  the  only  chance  of  preservation  con¬ 
sisted  in  destroying  the  besieging  engines,  obtained  permission 
from  Memnon  to  put  himself  at  the  head  of  a  last  desperate  sal¬ 
ly.3  He  took  immediately  near  him  2000  chosen  troops,  half  to 
encounter  the  enemy,  half  with  torches  to  burn  the  engines.  At 
daybreak,  all  the  gates  being  suddenly  and  simultaneously  thrown 


*  Arrian,  i.  21,  7-12.  3  Diodor  xvii.  25. 

3  The  last  desperate  struggle  of  the  besieged,  is  what  stands  described  in 
i.  22  of  Arrian,  and  in  xvii.  26,  27  of  Diodorus  ;  though  the  two  descriptions 
are  very  different.  Arrian  does  not  name  Ephialtes  at  Halikarnassus.  He 
follows  the  Macedonian  authors,  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus  ,  who  probably 
dwelt  only  on  Memnon  and  the  Persians  as  their  real  enemies,  treating  the 
Greeks  in  general  as  a  portion  of  the  hostile  force.  On  the  other  hand, 
Diodorus  and  Curtius  appear  to  have  followed,  in  great  part,  Grecian 
authors ;  in  whose  view  eminent  Athenian  exiles,  like  Ephialtes  and  Chari- 
demus,  counted  for  much  more. 

The  fact  here  mentioned  by  Diodorus,  that  Ephialtes  drove  back  the 
young  Macedonian  guard,  and  that  the  battle  was  restored  only  by  the 
extraordinary  effoi'*  3  of  the  old  guard  —  is  one  of  much  interest,  which  I 
see  no  reason  for  mistrusting,  though  Arrian  says  nothing  about  it.  Cur¬ 
tius  (v  2;  viii.  1)  makes  allusion  to  it  on  a  subsequent  occasion,  naming 
Atharrias :  the  part  of  his  work  in  which  it  ought  to  have  been  narrated,  is 
lost.  On  this,  as  on  other  occasions,  Arrian  slurs  over  the  partial  reverses, 
obstructions,  and  losses,  cf  Alexander's  career.  His  authorities  probably 
did  so  before  him. 
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open,  sallying  parties  rushed  out  from  each  against  the  besieg- 
ers ;  the  engines  from  within  supporting  them  by  multiplied  dis 
charges  of  missiles.  Ephialtes  with  his  division,  marching 
straight  against  the  Macedonians  on  guard  at  the  main  point  of 
attack,  assailed  them  impetuously,  while  his  torch-bearers  tried 
to  set  the  engines  on  fire.  Himself  distinguished  no  less  for 
personal  strength  than  for  valor,  he  occupied  the  front  rank,  and 
was  so  well  seconded  by  the  courage  and  good  array  of  his  sol¬ 
diers  charging  in  deep  column,  that  for  a  time  he  gained  advan¬ 
tage.  Some  of  the  engines  were  successfully  fired,  and  the  ad¬ 
vanced  guard  of  the  Macedonian  troops,  consisting  of  young 
troops,  gave  way  and  fled.  They  were  rallied  partly  by  the  ef¬ 
forts  of  Alexander,  but  still  more  by  the  older  Macedonian  sol¬ 
diers,  companions  in  all  Philip’s  campaigns ;  who,  standing  ex¬ 
empt  from  night-watches,  were  encamped  more  in  the  rear. 
These  veterans,  among  whom  one  Atharrias  was  the  most  con¬ 
spicuous,  upbraiding  the  cowardice  of  their  comrades,1  cast  them¬ 
selves  into  their  accustomed  phalanx-array,  and  thus  both  with¬ 
stood  and  repulsed  the  charge  of  the  victorious  enemy.  Ephial¬ 
tes,  foremost  among  the  combatants,  was  slain,  the  rest  were  dri¬ 
ven  back  to  the  city,  and  the  burning  engines  were  saved  with 
some  damage.  During  this  same  time,  an  obstinate  conflict  had 
also  taken  place  at  the  gate  called  Tripylon,  where  the  besieged 
had  made  another  sally,  over  a  narrow  bridge  thrown  across  the 
ditch.  Here  the  Macedonians  were  under  the  command  of 
Ptolemy  (not  the  son  of  Lagus,)  one  of  the  king’s  body-guards. 
He,  with  two  or  three  other  conspicuous  officers,  perished  in  the 
severe  struggle  which  ensued,  but  the  sallying  party  were  at 
length  repulsed  and  driven  into  the  city.2  The  loss  of  the  be¬ 
sieged  was  severe,  in  trying  to  get  again  within  the  walls,  under 
vigorous  pursuit  from  the  Macedonians. 

By  this  last  unsuccessful  effort,  the  defensive  force  of  Halikar- 


’  Diodor  xvi  27  ,  Curtius,  v  1  viii.  2 . oi  yup  npfOfJvrarot  rcov  Mat* 

Kt()ov(i)v,  ()iu  pev  rfjv  rjkuuav  dnoAtAvpevoi  ruv  klv <)vvwv,  ovvtOTpaTevuevoit 

^lAimup . ro<c  jt/fv  (f>vyoua\  voi  vturtpop  nmpu(;  uvttdioav  rr)v  dvav- 

dpiav,  ainoi  Ae  ovvadpoiotievrn  nac  avvaonicavrec,,  vixfOT-qaav  rovq  dnnov* 
vac,  Tjdr}  uevinr/nevai . 

3  Arrian,  i.  22,  5. 
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nassus  was  broken.  Memnon  and  Orontobates,  satisfied  that  no 
longer  defence  of  the  town  was  practicable,  took  advantage  of 
the  night  to  set  fire  to  their  wooden  projectile  engines  and  tow¬ 
ers,  as  well  as  to  their  magazines  of  arms,  with  the  houses  near 
the  exterior  wall,  while  they  carried  away  the  troops,  stores,  and 
inhabitants,  partly  to  the  citadel  called  Salmakis  —  partly  to  the 
neighboring  islet  called  Arkonnesus  —  partly  to  the  island  of 
Kos.1  Though  thus  evacuating  the  town,  however,  they  still 
kept  g3od  garrisons  well-provisioned  in  the  two  citadels  belong¬ 
ing  to  it.  The  conflagration,  stimulated  by  a  strong  wind,  spread 
widely.  It  was  only  extinguished  by  the  orders  of  Alexander, 
when  he  entered  the  town,  and  put  to  death  all  those  whom  he 
found  with  firebrands.  He  directed  that  the  Halikamassians 
found  in  the  houses  should  be  spared,  but  that  the  city  itself 
should  be  demolished.  He  assigned  the  whole  of  Karia  to  Ada, 
as  a  principality,  doubtless  under  condition  of  tribute.  As  the 
citadels  still  occupied  by  the  enemy  were  strong  enough  to  re¬ 
quire  a  long  siege,  he  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  remain  in 
person  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  them  ;  but  surrounding  them 
with  a  wall  of  blockade,  he  left  Ptolemy  and  3000  men  to  guard 
it2 * 

Having  concluded  the  siege  of  Halikarnassus,  Alexander  sent 
back  his  artillery  to  Tralles,  ordering  Parmenio,  with  a  large 
portion  of  the  cavalry,  the  allied  infantry,  and  the  baggage  wag¬ 
gons,  to  Sardis. 

The  ensuing  winter  months  he  employed  in  the  conquest  of 
Lykia,  Pamphylia,  and  Pisidia.  All  this  southern  coast  of  Asia 
Minor  is  mountainous ;  the  range  of  Mount  Taurus  descending 
nearly  to  the  sea,  so  as  to  leave  little  or  no  intervening  breadth 
of  plain.  In  spite  of  great  strength  of  situation,  such  was  the 
terror  of  Alexander’s  arms,  that  all  the  Lykian  towns  —  Hypar- 
na,  Telmissus,  Pinara,  Xanthus,  Patara,  and  thirty  others  — 
submitted  to  him  without  a  blow.8  One  alone  among  them,  call¬ 
ed  Marmareis,  resisted  to  desperation.4  On  reaching  the  terri¬ 
tory  called  Milyas,  the  Phrygian  frontier  of  Lykia,  Alexander 


1  Arrian,  i.  23,  3,  4  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  27. 

*  Arrian,  i.  23,  11  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  7  ;  Strabo,  xiv.  p.  657. 

s  Arrian,  i.  24  6-9  4  Diodor.  xvii.  28. 
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received  the  surrender  of  the  Greek  maritime  city,  Phas&lis 
He  assisted  the  Phaselites  in  destroying  a  mountain  fort  erected 
and  garrisoned  against  them  by  the  neighboring  Pisidian  moun¬ 
taineers,  and  paid  a  public  compliment  to  the  sepulchre  of  their 
deceased  townsman,  the  rhetorician  Theodektes.1 

After  this  brief  halt  at  Phaselis,  Alexander  directed  his  course 
to  Perge  in  Pamphyiia.  The  ordinary  mountain  road,  by  which 
he  sent  most  of  his  army,  was  so  difficult  as  to  require  some  lev 
eling  by  Thracian  light  troops  sent  in  advance  for  the  purpose. 
But  the  king  himself,  with  a  select  detachment,  took  a  road  more 
difficult  still,  under  the  mountains  by  the  brink  of  the  sea,  called 
Klimax.  When  the  wind  blew  from  the  south,  this  road  was 
covered  by  such  a  depth  of  water  as  to  be  impracticable ;  for 
some  time  before  he  reached  the  spot,  the  wind  had  blown  strong 
from  the  south  —  but  as  he  came  near,  the  special  providence  of 
the  gods  (so  he  and  his  friends  conceived  it)  brought  on  a 
change  to  the  north,  so  that  the  sea  receded  and  left  an  available 
passage,  though  his  soldiers  had  the  water  up  to  their  waists.2 
From  Perge  he  marched  on  to  Side,  receiving  on  his  way  envoys 
from  Aspendus,  who  offered  to  surrender  their  city,  but  depre¬ 
cated  the  entrance  of  a  garrison ;  which  they  were  allowed  to 
buy  off  promising  fifty  talents  in  money,  together  with  the  horses 
which  they  were  bringing  up  as  tribute  for  the  Persian  king. 
Having  left  a  garrison  at  Side,  he  advanced  onward  to  a  strong 
place  called  Syllium,  defended  by  brave  natives  with  a  body  of 
mercenaries  to  aid  them.  These  men  held  out,  and  even  re¬ 
pulsed  a  first  assault ;  which  Alexander  could  not  stay  to  repeat, 
being  apprised  that  the  Aspendians  had  refused  to  execute  the 
conditions  imposed,  and  had  put  their  city  in  a  state  of  defence. 
Returning  rapidly,  he  constrained  them  to  submission,  and  then 
marched  back  to  Perge  ;  from  whence  he  directed  his  course  to¬ 
wards  the  greater  Phrygia,3  through  the  difficult  mountains,  and 
almost  indomitable  population,  of  Pisidia. 

1  Arrian,  i.  24,  11  ;  Plutarch,  Alexand.  17 

2  Arrian,  i.  26,  4.  ovk  uvev  tov  deiov,  ug  avrog  Tt  nat  ol  afj.<p ’  avrbv 
/ ovvto,  etc.  Strabo,  xiv.  p.  666 ;  Curtius,  v.  3,  22. 

Plutarch’s  words  (Alexand.  17)  must  be  taken  to  mean  that  Alexander 
did  not  boast  so  much  of  this  special  favor  from  the  gods,  as  some  of  his 
panegyrists  boasted  for  him  3  Arrian,  i.  27,  1-8 
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After  remaining  in  the  Pisidian  mountains  long  enough  to  re¬ 
duce  several  towns  or  strong  posts,  Alexander  proceeded  north¬ 
ward  into  Phrygia,  passing  by  the  salt  lake  called  Askanius  to 
the  steep  and  impregnable  fortress  of  Kelaense,  garrisoned  by 
1000  Karians,  and  100  mercenary  Greeks.  These  men,  having 
no  hope  of  relief  from  the  Persians,  offered  to  deliver  up  the  for¬ 
tress,  unless  such  relief  should  arrive  before  the  sixtieth  day.1 
Alexander  accepted  the  propositions,  remained  ten  days  at  Ke- 
laense,  and  left  there  Antigonus  (afterwards  the  most  powerful 
among  his  successors)  as  satrap  of  Phrygia,  with  1500  men.  He 
then  marched  northward  to  Gordium  on  the  river  Sangarius, 
where  Parmenio  was  directed  to  meet  him,  and  where  his  win*- 
ter-campaign  was  concluded.2 


APPENDIX. 


ON  THE  LENGTH  OF  THE  MACEDONIAN  SARISSA  OR  PIKE. 


The  statements  here  given  about  the  length  of  the  sarissa  carried 
by  the  phalangite,  are  taken  from  Polybius,  whose  description  is  on  all 
points  both  clear  and  consistent  with  itself.  “  The  sarissa  (he  says)  is 
sixteen  cubits  long,  according  to  the  original  theory ;  and  fourteen 
cubits  as  adapted  to  actual  practice” — to  zwv  GagiGGcav  [xiyed'og 

sgzi,  xuzu  usv  t r\v  «£  d^rjg  vtio&egiv.  exxaidexa  matin’,  Kara  de 
7r)v  aQfioyrjv  zi)v  TiQog  zi]V  ahy&eiav,  dsxazeGGotQ <x>v.  Tovzcov  ds 
zovg  ztGGotQag  nyaiQH  zo  ^eza^v  zalv  xeqolv  diaczr^ia,  xai  zo 
uuzornv  GiixMfta  zr\g  TTQofioXfjg  (xviii.  12). 

The  difference  here  indicated  by  Polybius  between  the  length  in 
theory,  and  that  in  practice,  may  probably  be  understood  to  mean,  that 
the  phalangites,  when  in  exercise,  used  pikes  of  the  greater  length  ; 
when  on  service,  of  the  smaller:  just  as  the  Roman  soldiers  were 
trained  in  their  exercises  to  use  arms  heavier  than  they  employed 
against  an  enemy. 


1  Curtius,  ul  1,  8. 


9* 


*  Arrian,  i.  29,  1-5. 
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Of  the  late.*  tactic  writers,  Leo  (Tact.  vi.  39)  and  Constantine  Pop* 
phyrogenitus,  repeat  the  double  measurement  of  the  sarissa  as  given  by 
Polybius.  Arrian  (Tact.  c.  12)  and  Polysenus  (ii.  29,  2)  state  ita 
length  at  sixteen  cubits  —  JElian  (Tact.  c.  14)  gives  fourteen  cubits. 
All  these  authors  follow  either  Polybius,  or  some  other  authority  coiv 
current  with  him.  None  of  them  contradict  him,  though  none  state  the 
case  so  clearly  as  he  does. 

Messrs.  Riistow  and  Kochly  (Gesch.  des  Griech.  Kriegswesens, 
(p.  238),  authors  of  the  best  work  that  I  know  respecting  ancient 
military  matters,  reject  the  authority  of  Polybius  as  it  here  stands. 
They  maintain  that  the  passage  must  be  corrupt,  and  that  Polybius 
must  have  meant  to  say  that  the  sarissa  was  sixteen  feet  in  length  — 
not  sixteen  cubits.  I  cannot  subscribe  to  their  opinion,  nor  do  I  think 
that  their  criticism  on  Polybius  is  a  just  one. 

First,  they  reason  as  if  Polybius  had  said  that  the  sarissa  of  actual 
service  was  sixteen  cubits  long.  Computing  the  weight  of  such  a  weapon 
from  the  thickness  required  in  the  shaft,  they  pronounce  that  it  would 
be  unmanageable.  But  Polybius  gives  the  actual  length  as  only  four¬ 
teen  cubits  :  a  very  material  difference.  If  we  accept  the  hypothesis 
of  these  authors  —  that  corruption  of  the  text  has  made  us  read  cubits 
where  we  ought  to  have  read  feet ,  —  it  will  follow  that  the  length  of 
the  sarissa,  as  given  by  Polybius,  would  be  fourteen  feet ,  not  sixteen 
feet.  Now  this  length  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  various  passages  in 
which  its  prodigious  length  is  set  forth. 

Next,  they  impute  to  Polybius  a  contradiction  in  saying  that  the 
Roman  soldier  occupied  a  space  of  three  feet,  equal  to  that  occupied 
by  a  Macedonian  soldier  —  and  yet  that  in  the  fight,  he  had  two  Ma¬ 
cedonian  soldiers  and  ten  pikes  opposed  to  him  (xviii.  13).  But  there 
is  here  no  contradiction  at  all  :  for  Polybius  expressly  says  that  the 
Roman,  though  occupying  three  feet  when  the  legion  was  drawn  up  in 
order,  required,  when  fighting,  an  expansion  of  the  ranks  and  an  in¬ 
creased  interval  to  the  extent  of  three  feet  behind  him  and  on  each 
side  of  him  (%alao[ia  xal  diuczaaiv  aXbjXcov  tysiv  derjati  tovi ;  uv- 
d(jui ;  ilaxHTzov  tqeig  7zodag  xaz  imaTanjv  xal  na^aGtuzr^v)  in 
order  to  allow  full  play  for  his  sword  and  shield.  It  is  therefore  per¬ 
fectly  true  that  each  Roman  soldier,  when  actually  marching  up  to 
attack  the  phalanx,  occupied  as  much  ground  as  two  phalangites,  and 
had  ten  pikes  to  deal  with. 

Farther,  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  Polybius,  in  speaking  of  cu¬ 
bits ,  really  meant  feet,  because  (cap.  12)  he  speaks  of  three  feet  as 
the  interval  between  each  rank  in  the  file,  and  these  three  feet  are 
clearly  made  equal  to  two  cubits.  His  computation  will  not  come  right, 
if  in  place  of  cubits  you  substitute  feet. 

We  must  therefore  take  the  assertion  of  Polybius  as  we  find  it  • 
that  the  pike  of  the  phalangite  was  fourteen  cubits  or  twenty-ore  feet 
in  length.  Now  Polybius  had  every  means  of  being  well  informed  on 
Yol.  1Z  5 
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9uch  a  point.  He  was  above  thirty  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  the  last 
war  of  the  Romans  against  the  Macedonian  king  Perseus,  in  which  war 
he  himself  served.  He  was  intimately  acquainted  with  Scipio,  the  son 
of  Paulus  Emilius,  who  gained  the  battle  of  Pydna.  Lastly,  he  had 
paid  great  attention  to  tactics,  and  had  even  written  an  express  work 
on  the  subject. 

It  might  indeed  be  imagined,  that  the  statement  of  Polybius,  though 
true  as  to  his  own  time,  was  not  true  as  to  the  time  of  Philip  and 
Alexander.  But  there  is  nothing  to  countenance  such  a  suspicion  — 
which  moreover  is  expressly  disclaimed  by  Rustow  and  Kochly 

Doubtless  twenty-one  feet  is  a  prodigious  length,  unmanageable,  ex¬ 
cept  by  men  properly  trained,  and  inconvenient  for  all  evolutions. 
But  these  are  just  the  terms  under  which  the  pike  of  the  phalangite  is 
always  spoken  of.  So  Livy,  xxxi.  39,  “  Erant  pleraque  silvestria  circa, 
incommoda  phalangi  maxime  Macedonum  :  quae,  nisi  ubi  prcelongis 
hastis  velut  vallum  ante  clypeos  objecit  (quod  ut  fiat,  libero  campo 
opus  est)  nullius  admodum  usus  est.”  Compare  also  Livy,  xliv  40,  41, 
where,  among  other  intimations  of  the  immense  length  of  the  pike,  we 
find,  “  Si  carptim  aggrediendo,  circumagere  immobilem  longitudine  et 
gravitate  hastam  cogas,  confusa  strue  implicatur  .  ”  also  xxxiii.  8,  9 

Xenophon  tells  us  that  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks  in  their  retreat  had 
co  fight  their  way  across  the  territory  of  the  Chalybes,  who  carried  a  pike 
fifteen  cubits  long,  together  with  a  short  sword ,  he  does  not  mention  a 
ifiield,  but  they  wore  greaves  and  helmets  (Anab.  iv.  7, 15).  This  is  a 
rength  greater  than  what  Polybius  ascribes  to  the  pike  of  the  Macedonian 
phalangite.  The  Mosynoeki  defended  their  citadel  “  with  pikes  so  long 
and  thick  that  a  man  could  hardly  carry  them  ”  (Anabas.  v.  4,  25). 
In  the  Iliad,  when  the  Trojans  are  pressing  hard  upon  the  Greek  ships, 
and  seeking  to  set  them  on  fire,  Ajax  is  described  as  planting  himself 
upon  the  poop,  and  keeping  off  the  assailants  with  a  thrusting-pike  of 
twenty-two  cubits  or  thirty-three  feet  in  length  ( fivoTov  vavpayov  iv 
TtaXaprjfnv  —  dvwxcusntoGirrgyv,  Iliad,  xv.  678).  The  spear  of  Hek- 
tor  is  ten  cubits,  or  eleven  cubits,  in  length  —  intended  to  be  hurled 
(Iliad,  vi.  319  ;  viii.  494)  — the  reading  is  not  settled,  whether  eyyog 
iy  evdsnangyv,  or  syyog  ’iysv  dsxangyv. 

The  Swiss  infantry,  and  the  German  Landsknechte,  in  the  sixteenth 
century,  were  in  many  respects  a  reproduction  of  the  Macedonian 
phalanx  :  close  ranks,  deep  files,  long  pikes,  and  the  three  or  four 
first  ranks,  composed  of  the  strongest  and  bravest  men  in  the  regiment 
—either  officers,  or  picked  soldiers  receiving  double  pay.  The  length 
and  impenetrable  array  of  their  pikes  enabled  them  to  resist  the  charge 
of  the  heavy  cavalry  or  men  at  arms  :  they  were  irresistible  in  front, 
unless  an  enemy  could  find  means  to  break  in  among  the  pikes,  which 
was  sometimes,  though  rarely,  done  Their  great  confidence  was  m 
the  length  of  the  pike  —  Macciavelli  says  of  them  (Ritratti  dell’  Ala- 
magna,  Opere  t.  iv.  p.  159  ;  and  Dell’  Arte  della  Guerra,  p  232-236). 
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“  DIcono  tenere  tale  ordine,  che  non  e  possibile  entrare  tra  loro,  n<?  accos* 
tarseli,  quanto  e  la  picca  lunga.  Sono  ottime  genti  in  campagna,  & 
far  giornata  :  ma  per  espugnare  terre  non  vagliono,  e  poco  nel  difen- 
derlo  •  ed  universalmente,  dove  non  possano  tenere  1’  ordine  loro  del¬ 
la  milizia;  non  vagliono.” 


CHAPTER  XCIII. 

SECOND  AND  THIRD  ASIATIC  CAMPAIGNS  OF  ALEXANDER - 
BATTLE  OF  1SSUS—  SIEGE  OF  TYRE. 

It  was  about  February  or  March  333  b.  c.,  when  Alexander 
reached  Gordium ;  where  he  appears  to  have  halted  for  some 
time,  giving  to  the  troops  who  had  been  with  him  in  Pisidia  a 
repose  doubtless  needful.  While  at  Gordium,  he  performed  the 
memorable  exploit  familiarly  known  as  the  cutting  of  the  Gordian 
knot.  There  was  preserved  in  the  citadel  an  ancient  waggon  of 
rude  structure,  said  by  the  legend  to  have  once  belonged  to  the 
peasant  Gordius  and  his  son  Midas  —  the  primitive  rustic  kings 
of  Phrygia,  designated  as  such  by  the  gods,  and  chosen  by  the 
people.  The  cord  (composed  of  fibres  from  the  bark  of  the  cornel 
tree),  attaching  the  yoke  of  this  waggon  to  the  pole,  was  so  twisted 
and  entangled  as  to  form  a  knot  of  singular  complexity,  which  no 
one  had  ever  been  able  to  untie.  An  oracle  had  pronounced,  that 
to  the  person  who  should  untie  it  the  empire  of  Asia  was  destined. 
When  Alexander  went  up  to  see  this  ancient  relic,  the  surround¬ 
ing  multitude,  Phrygian  as  well  as  Macedonian,  were  full  of  ex¬ 
pectation  that  the  conqueror  of  the  Granikus  and  of  Halikarnas- 
sus  would  overcome  the  difficulties  of  the  knot,  and  acquire  the  pro¬ 
mised  empire.  But  Alexander,  on  inspecting  the  knot,  was  as  much 
perplexed  as  others  had  been  before  him,  until  at  length,  in  a  fit  of 
impatience,  he  drew  his  sword  and  severed  the  cord ‘in  two.  By 
every  one  this  was  accepted  as  a  solution  of  the  problem,  thus 
making  good  his  title  to  the  empire  of  Asia ;  a  belief  which  the 
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gods  ratified  by  a  storm  of  thunder  and  lightning  during  the 
ensuing  night.1  # 

At  Gordium,  Alexander  was  visited  by  envoys  from  Athens, 
entreating  the  liberation  of  the  Athenian  prisoners  taken  at  the 
Granikus,  who  were  now  at  work  chained  in  the  Macedonian 
mines.  But  he  refused  this  prayer  until  a  more  convenient  sea¬ 
son.  Aware  that  the  Greeks  were  held  attached  to  him  only  by 
their  fears,  and  that,  if  opportunity  occurred,  a  large  fraction  of 
them  would  take  part  with  the  Persians,  he  did  not  think  it  pru¬ 
dent  to  relax  his  hold  upon  their  conduct.2 

Such  opportunity  seemed  now  not  unlikely  to  occur.  Mem- 
non,  excluded  from  efficacious  action  on  the  continent  since  the 
loss  of  Halikarnassus,  was  employed  among  the  islands  of  the 
j^Egean  (during  the  first  half  o?  333  b.  c.),  with  the  purpose  of 
carrying  war  into  Greece  and  Macedonia.  Invested  with  the 
most  ample  command,  he  had  a  large  Phenician  fleet  and  a  con¬ 
siderable  body  of  Grecian  mercenaries,  together  with  his  nephew 
Pharnabazus  and  the  Persian  Autophradates.  Having  acquired 
the  important  island  of  Chios,  through  the  cooperation  of  a  part 
of  its  inhabitants,  he  next  landed  on  Lesbos,  where  four  out  of 
the  five  cities,  either  from  fear  or  preference,  decX  ed  in  his  fa¬ 
vor  ;  while  Mitylen§,  the  greatest  of  the  five  eady  occupied 
by  a  Macedonian  garrison,  stood  out  against  him.  Memnon  ac¬ 
cordingly  disembarked  his  troops  and  commenced  the  blockade 
of  the  city  both  by  sea  and  land,  surrounding  it  with  a  double 
palisade  wall  from  sea  to  sea.  In  the  midst  of  this  operation  he 
died  of  sickness ;  but  his  nephew  Pharnabazus,  to  whom  he  had 
consigned  the  command  provisionally,  until  the  pleasure  of  Da¬ 
rius  could  be  known,  prosecuted  his  measures  vigorously,  and 
brought  the  city  to  a  capitulation.  It  was  stipulated  that  the  gar¬ 
rison  introduced  by  Alexander  should  be  dismissed  ;  that  the 
column,  recording  alliance  with  him,  should  be  demolished  .  that 
the  Mityleneans  should  become  allies  of  Darius,  upon  the  terms 
of  the  old  convention  called  by  the  name  of  Antalkidas  ;  and  that 
the  citizens  in  banishment  should  be  recalled,  with  restitution  of 
half  their  property.  But  Pharnabazus,  as  soon  as  admitted,  vio* * 


1  Arrian,  ii  3 ,  Curtius,  iii  2,  17  ;  Plutarch,  Ater  (8,  Justui,  7. 

*  Arrian,  i.  29.  8. 
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lated  the  capitulation  at  once.  He  not  only  extorted  contributions, 
but  introduced  a  garrison  under  Lykomedes,  and  established  a 
returned  exile  named  Diogenes  as  despot.1  Such  breach  of  faith 
was  ill  calculated  to  assist  the  farther  extension  of  Persian  influ¬ 
ence  in  Greece. 

Had  the  Persian  fleet  been  equally  active  a  year  earlier,  Alex¬ 
ander’s  army  could  never  have  landed  in  Asia.  Nevertheless,  the 
acquisitions  of  Chios  and  Lesbos,  late  as  they  were  in  coming, 
were  highly  important  as  promising  future  progress.  Several 
of  the  Cyclades  islands  sent  to  tender  their  adhesion  to  the  Per¬ 
sian  cause ;  the  fleet  was  expected  in  Euboea,  and  the  Spartans 
began  to  count  upon  aid  for  an  anti-Macedonian  movement.2  But 
all  these  hopes  were  destroyed  by  the  unexpected  decease  of 
Memnon. 

It  was  not  merely  the  superior  ability  of  Memnon,  but  also  his 
established  reputation  both  with  Greeks  and  Persians,  which  ren¬ 
dered  his  death  a  fatal  blow  to  the  interests  of  Darius.  The  Per¬ 
sians  had  with  them  other  Greek  officers  —  brave  and  able  — 
probably  some  not  unfit  to  execute  the  full  Memnonian  schemes. 
But  none  of  them  had  gone  through  the  same  experience  in  the 
art  of  exercising  command  among  Orientals  —  none  of  them  had 
acquired  the  confidence  of  Darius  to  the  same  extent,  so  as  to  be 
invested  with  the  real  guidance  of  operations,  and  upheld  against 
court-calumnies.  Though  Alexander  had  now  become  master  of 
Asia  Minor,  yet  the  Persians  had  ample  means,  if  effectively  used, 
of  defending  all  that  yet  remained,  and  even  of  seriously  disturb¬ 
ing  him  at  home.  But  with  Memnon  vanished  the  last  chance 
of  employing  these  means  with  wisdom  or  energy.  The  full  value 
of  his  loss  was  better  appreciated  by  the  intelligent  enemy  whom 
he  opposed,  than  by  the  feeble  master  whom  he  served.  The 
death  of  Memnon  lessening  the  efficiency  of  the  Persians  at  sea, 
allowed  full  leisure  to  reorganize  the  Macedonian  fleet,3  and  to 
employ  the  undivided  land-force  for  farther  inland  conquest.4 


1  Arrian,  ii.  1,  4-9.  2  Diodor.  xvii.  29. 

3  Arrian,  ii.  2,  6  ,  Curtius,  iii.  3,  19;  iii.  4,  8.  “  Nondum  enim  Memno 

nem  vit&  excessisse  cognoverat  (Alexander)  —  satis gnarus,  cuncta  in  expe 
dito  fore,  si  nihil  ab  eo  moveretur.” 

4  Diodor.  xvi.  31. 
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If  Alexander  was  a  gainer  in  respect  to  his  own  operations 
the  death  of  this  eminent  Rhodian,  he  was  yet  more  a  gainer 
by  the  change  of  policy  which  that  event  induced  Darius  to 
adopt.  The  Persian  king  resolved  to  renounce  the  defensive 
schemes  of  Memnon,  and  to  take  the  offensive  against  the  Mace¬ 
donians  on  land.  His  troops,  already  summoned  from  the  vari¬ 
ous  parts  of  the  empire,  had  partially  arrived,  and  were  still 
coming  in.1  Their  numbers  became  greater  and  greater,  amount¬ 
ing  at  length  to  a  vast  and  multitudinous  host,  the  total  of  which 
is  given  by  some  as  600,000  men ;  by  others,  as  400,000  in¬ 
fantry  and  100,000  cavalry.  The  spectacle  of  this  showy  and 
imposing  mass,  in  every  variety  of  arms,  costume,  and  lan¬ 
guage,  filled  the  mind  of  Darius  with  confidence  ;  especially  as 
there  were  among  them  between  20,000  and  30,000  Gre¬ 
cian  mercenaries.  The  Persian  courtiers,  themselves  elate 

and  sanguine,  stimulated  and  exaggerated  the  same  feeling  in 
the  king  himself,  who  became  confirmed  in  his  persuasion  that 
his  enemies  could  never  resist  him.  From  Sogdiana,  Baktria, 
and  India,  the  contingents  had  not  yet  had  time  to  arrive ;  but 
most  of  those  between  the  Persian  Gulf  and  the  Caspian  sea  had 
come  in  —  Persians,  Medes,  Armenians,  Derbikes,  Barkanians, 
Hyrkanians,  Kardakes,  etc.  ;  all  of  whom,  mustered  in  the  plains 
of  Mesopotamia,  are  said  to  have  been  counted,  like  the  troops 
of  Xerxes  in  the  plain  of  Doriskus,  by  paling  off  a  space  capable 
of  containing  exactly  10,000  men,  and  passing  all  the  soldiers 
through  it  in  succession.2  Neither  Darius  himself,  nor  any  of 
those  around  him,  had  ever  before  seen  so  overwhelming  a  mani¬ 
festation  of  the  Persian  imperial  force.  To  an  Oriental  eye,  in¬ 
capable  of  appreciating  the  real  conditions  of  military  preponder¬ 
ance,  —  accustomed  only  to  the  gross  and  visible  computation  of 
numbers  and  physical  strength,  —  the  king  who  marched  forth  at 
the  head  of  such  an  army  appeared  like  a  god  on  earth,  certain  to 
trample  down  all  before  him — just  as  most  Greeks  had  con- 


5  Diodor.  xvii.  30,  31.  Diodorus  represents  the  Persian  king  as  having 
begun  to  issue  letters  of  convocation  for  the  troops,  after  he  heard  the  death 
of  Memnon  j  which  cannot  be  true.  Tre  letters  must  have  been  sent  out 
before. 

1  Curtius,  iii.  2. 
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ceived  respecting  Xerxes,1  and  by  stronger  reason  Xerxes  re 
specting  himself,  a  century  and  a  half  before.  Because  all  this 
turned  out  a  ruinous  mistake,  the  description  of  the  feeling,  given 
in  Curtius  and  Diodorus,  is  often  mistrusted  as  baseless  rhetoric. 
Yet  it  is  in  reality  the  self-suggested  illusion  of  untaught  men,  as 
opposed  to  trained  and  scientific  judgment. 

But  though  such  was  the  persuasion  of  Orientals,  it  found  no 
response  in  the  bosom  of  an  intelligent  Athenian.  Among  the 
Greeks  now  near  Darius,  was  the  Athenian  exile  Charidemus , 
who  having  incurred  the  implacable  enmity  of  Alexander,  had 
been  forced  to  quit  Athens  after  the  Macedonian  capture  of 
Thebes,  and  had  fled  together  with  Ephialtes  to  the  Persians. 
Darius,  elate  with  the  apparent  omnipotence  of  his  army  under 
review,  and  hearing  but  one  voice  of  devoted  concurrence  from 
the  courtiers  around  him,  asked  the  opinion  of  Charidemus,  in 
full  expectation  of  receiving  an  affirmative  reply.  So  completely 
were  the  hopes  of  Charidemus  bound  up  with  the  success  of  Da¬ 
rius,  that  he  would  not  suppress  his  convictions,  however  unpal¬ 
atable,  at  a  moment  when  there  was  yet  a  possibility  that  they 
might  prove  useful.  He  replied  (with  the  same  frankness  as 
Demaratus  had  once  employed  towards  Xerxes),  that  the  vast 
multitude  now  before  him  were  unfit  to  cope  with  the  compara¬ 
tively  small  number  of  the  invaders.  He  advised  Darius  to 
place  no  reliance  on  Asiatics,  but  to  employ  his  immense  treas¬ 
ures  in  subsidizing  an  increased  army  of  Grecian  mercenaries. 
He  tendered  his  own  hearty  services  either  to  assist  or  to  com¬ 
mand.  To  Darius,  what  he  said  was  alike  surprising  and  offen¬ 
sive  ;  in  the  Persian  coutiers,  it  provoked  intolerable  wrath.  In¬ 
toxicated  as  they  all  were  with  the  spectacle  of  their  present 
muster,  it  seemed  to  them  a  combination  of  insult  with  absurdity, 
to  pronounce  Asiatics  worthless  as  compared  with  Macedonians, 
and  to  teach  the  king  that  his  empire  could  be  defended  by  none 


1  Herodot.  vii.  56  —  and  the  colloquy  between  Xerxes  and  Demaratus, 
vii.  103,  104  —  where  the  language  put  by  Herodotus  into  the  mouth  of 
Xerxes  is  natural  and  instructive.  On  the  other  hand,  the  superior  pene 
tration  of  Cyrus  the  youngei  expresses  supreme  contempt  for  the  military 
inefficiency  of  an  Asiatic  multitude  —  Xenophon.  Anabas.  i.  7  4.  Com¬ 
pare  the  blunt  language  of  the  Arcadian  Antiochus  —  Xen.  Hellen.  vii.  t 
38  ;  and  Cyropsed.  viii.  8,  20. 
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but  Greeks.  They  denounced  Charidemus  as  a  traitor  who 
wished  to  acquire  the  king’s  confidence  in  order  to  betray  him  tc 
Alexander.  Darius,  himself  stung  with  the  reply,  and  still  far¬ 
ther  exasperated  by  the  clamors  of  his  courtiers,  seized  with  his 
own  hands  the  girdle  of  Charidsmus,  and  consigned  him  to  the 
guards  for  execution.  “  You  will  discover  too  late  (exclaimed 
the  Athenian,)  the  truth  of  what  I  have  said.  My  avenger  will 
soon  be  upon  you.”1 

Filled  as  he  now  was  with  certain  anticipations  of  success  and 
glory,  Darius  resolved  to  assume  in  person  the  command  of  his 
army,  and  march  down  to  overwhelm  Alexander.  From  this 
moment,  his  land-army  became  the  really  important  and  aggres¬ 
sive  force,  with  which  he  himself  was  to  act.  Herein  we  note 
his  distinct  abandonment  of  the  plans  of  Memnon  —  the  turning- 
point  of  his  future  fortune.  He  abandoned  them,  too,  at  the  pre¬ 
cise  moment  when  they  might  have  been  most  safely  and  com¬ 
pletely  executed.  For  at  the  time  of  the  battle  of  the  Granikus, 
when  Memnon’s  counsel  was  originally  given,  the  defensive  part 
of  it  was  not  easy  to  act  upon ;  since  the  Persians  had  no  very 
strong  or  commanding  position.  But  now,  in  the  spring  of  333 
B.  c.,  they  had  a  line  of  defence  as  good  as  they  could  possibly 
desire ;  advantages,  indeed,  scarcely  to  be  paralleled  elsewhere. 
In  the  first  place,  there  was  the  line  of  Mount  Taurus,  barring 
the  entrance  of  Alexander  into  Kilikia ;  a  line  of  defence  (as 
will  presently  appear)  nearly  inexpugnable.  Next,  even  if 
Alexander  had  succeeded  in  forcing  this  line  and  mastering  Ki¬ 
likia,  there  would  yet  remain  the  narrow  road  between  Mount 
Amanus  and  the  sea,  called  the  Amanian  Gates,  and  the  Gates 
of  Kilikia  and  Assyria  —  and  after  that,  the  passes  over  Mount 
Amanus  itself  —  all  indispensable  for  Alexander  to  pass  through, 
and  capable  of  being  held,  with  proper  precautions,  against  the 
strongest  force  of  attack.  A  better  opportunity,  for  executing 
the  defensive  part  of  Memnon’s  scheme,  could  not  present  itself ; 
and  he  himself  must  doubtless  have  reckoned  that  such  advanta¬ 
ges  would  not  be  thrown  away. 

The  momentous  change  of  policy,  on  the  part  of  the  Persian 
king,  w’as  manifested  by  the  order  which  he  sent  to  the  fleet  after 
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1  Curtius,  iii.  2,  10-20 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  30. 
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receiving  intelligence  of  the  death  of  Memnon.  Confirming  the 
appointment  of  Pharnabazus  (made  provisionally  by  the  dying 
Memnon)  as  admiral,  he  at  the  same  time  despatched  Thymodee 
(son  of  Mentor  and  nephew  of  Memnon)  to  bring  away  from  the 
fleet  the  Grecian  mercenaries  who  served  aboard,  to  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  with  the  main  Persian  army.1  Here  was  a  clear  proof 
that  the  main  stress  of  offensive  operations  was  henceforward  to 
be  transferred  from  the  sea  to  the  land. 

It  is  the  more  important  to  note  such  desertion  of  policy,  on 
the  part  of  Darius,  as  the  critical  turning-point  in  the  Greco- 
Persian  drama  —  because  Arrian  and  the  other  historians  leave 
it  out  of  sight,  and  set  before  us  little  except  the  secondary  points 
in  the  case.  Thus,  for  example,  they  condemn  the  imprudence 
of  Darius,  for  coming  to  fight  Alexander  within  the  narrow  space 
near  Issus,  instead  of  waiting  for  him  on  the  spacious  plains  be¬ 
yond  Mount  Amanus.  Now,  unquestionably,  granting  that  a 
general  battle  was  inevitable,  this  step  augmented  the  chances  in 
favor  of  the  Macedonians.  But  it  was  a  step  upon  which  no 
material  consequences  turned ;  for  the  Persian  army  under  Da¬ 
rius  was  hardly  less  unfit  for  a  pitched  battle  in  the  open  plain ; 
as  was  afterwards  proved  at  Arbela.  The  real  imprudence  — 
the  neglect  of  the  Memnonian  warning  —  consisted  in  fighting 
the  battle  at  all.  Mountains  and  defiles  were  the  real  strength 
of  the  Persians,  to  be  held  as  posts  of  defence  against  the  invader. 
If  Darius  erred,  it  was  not  so  much  in  relinquishing  the  open 
plain  of  Sochi,  as  in  originally  preferring  that  plain  with  a  pitch¬ 
ed  battle,  to  the  strong  lines  of  defence  offered  by  Taurus  and 
Amanus. 

The  narrative  of  Arrian,  exact  perhaps  in  what  it  affirms,  is 
not  only  brief  and  incomplete,  but  even  omits  on  various  occa¬ 
sions  to  put  in  relief  the  really  important  and  determining  points. 

While  halting  at  Gordium,  Alexander  was  joined  by  those 
newly-married  Macedonians  whom  he  had  sent  home  to  winter, 
and  who  now  came  back  with  reinforcements  to  the  number  of 
3000  infantry  and  300  cavalry,  together  with  200  Thessalian 
cavalry,  and  150  Eleians.2  As  soon  as  his  troops  had  been  ri£ 


1  Arrian  ii.  2,  1  ;  ii.  13.  3.  Curtius,  iii.  3, 1 

*  Arrian,  i.  29.  6. 
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ficiently  rested,  he  marched  (probably  about  the  latter  half  of 
May)  towards  Paphlagonia  and  Kappadokia.  At  Ankyra  he 
was  met  by  a  deputation  from  the  Paphlagonians,  who  submitted 
themselves  to  his  discretion,  only  entreating  that  he  would  not 
conduct  his  army  into  their  country.  Accepting  these  terms,  he 
placed  them  under  the  government  of  Kallas,  his  satrap  of  Hel- 
lespontine  Phrygia.  Advancing  farther,  he  subdued  the  whole 
of  Kappadokia,  even  to  a  considerable  extent  beyond  the  Halys, 
leaving  therein  Sabiktas  as  satrap.1 

Having  established  security  in  his  rear,  Alexander  marched 
southward  towards  Mount  Taurus.  He  reached  a  post  called 
the  Camp  of  Cyrus,  at  the  northern  foot  of  that  mountain,  near 
the  pass  Tauri-pylae,  or  Kilikian  Gates,  which  forms  the  regular 
communication,  between  Kappadokia  on  the  north  side,  and  Ki- 
likia  on  the  south,  of  this  great  chain.  The  long  road  ascending 
and  descending  was  generally  narrow,  winding,  and  rugged, 
sometimes  between  two  steep  and  high  banks ;  and  it  included, 
near  its  southern  termination,  one  spot  particularly  obstructed 
and  difficult.  From  ancient  times,  down  to  the  present,  the 
main  road  from  Asia  Minor  into  Kilikia  and  Syria  has  run 
through  this  pass.  During  the  Roman  empire,  it  must  doubt¬ 
less  have  received  many  improvements,  so  as  to  render  the  traf¬ 
fic  comparatively  easier.  Yet  the  description  given  of  it  by 
modern  travellers  represents  it  to  be  as  difficult  as  any  road  ever 
traversed  by  an  army.2 * * * * *  Seventy  years  before  Alexander,  it  had 
been  traversed  by  the  younger  Cyrus  with  the  10,000  Greeks,  in 
his  march  up  to  attack  his  brother  Artaxerxes ;  and  Xenophen,8 


1  Arrian,  ii.  4,  2,  Curtius,  iii.  1,  22;  Plutarch,  Alex.  18. 

2  Respecting  this  pass,  see  Vol.  IX.  Ch.  lxix.  p.  20  of  the  present  His 

iory.  There  are  now  two  passes  over  Taurus,  from  Erekli  on  the  north 

side  of  the  mountain  —  one,  the  easternmost,  descending  upon  Adana  in 

Kilikia  —  the  other,  the  westernmost,  upon  Tarsus.  In  the  war  (1832) 

between  the  Turks  and  Ibrahim  Pacha,  the  Turkish  commander  left  the 
westernmost  pass  undefended,  so  that  Ibrahim  Jfacha  passed  from  Tarsus 
along  it  without  opposition.  The  Turkish  troops  occupied  the  eastern 
most  pass,  but  defended  themselves  badly,  so  that  the  passage  was  forced 
by  the  Egyptians  (Histoire  de  la  Guerre  de  Mehemed  Ali,  par  Cadalvfcne 
st  Barrault,  p  243). 

Alexander  crossed  Taurus  by  the  easternmost  of  the  two  passes. 

*  Xenoph.  Anabas.  i.  2.  21 ;  Diodor,  xiv  20. 
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who  then  went  through  it,  pronounces  it  absolutely  impracticable 
for  an  army,  if  opposed  by  any  occupying  force.  So  thoroughly 
persuaded  was  Cyrus  himself  of  this  fact,  that  he  had  prepared  a 
fleet,  in  case  he  found  the  pass  occupied,  to  land  troops  by  sea  in 
Kilikia  in  the  rear  of  the  defenders ;  and  great  indeed  was  his 
astonishment,  to  discover  that  the  habitual  recklessness  of  Per¬ 
sian  management  had  left  the  defile  unguarded.  The  narrowest 
part,  while  hardly  sufficient  to  contain  four  armed  men  abreast, 
was  shut  in  by  precipitious  rock  on  each  side.1  Here,  if  any¬ 
where,  was  the  spot  in  which  the  defensive  policy  of  Memnon 
might  have  been  made  sure.  To  Alexander,  inferior  as  he  was 
by  sea,  the  resource  employed  by  the  younger  Cyrus  was  not 
open. 

Yet  Arsames,  the  Persian  satrap  commanding  at  Tarsus  in 
Kilikia,  having  received  seemingly  from  his  master  no  instruc¬ 
tions,  or  worse  than  none,  acted  as  if  ignorant  of  the  existence  of 
his  enterprising  enemy  north  of  Mount  Taurus.  On  the  first 
approach  of  Alexander,  the  few  Persian  soldiers  occupying  the 
pass  fled  without  striking  a  blow,  being  seemingly  unprepared 
for  any  enemy  more  formidable  than  mountain-robbers.  Alex¬ 
ander  thus  became  master  of  this  almost  insuperable  barrier, 
without  the  loss  of  a  man.2  On  the  ensuing  day,  he  marched  his 
whole  army  over  it  into  Kilikia,  and  arriving  in  a  few  hours  at 
Tarsus,  found  the  town  already  evacuated  by  Arsames.1* 

At  Tarsus  Alexander  made  a  long  halt ;  much  longer  than  he 
intended.  Either  from  excessive  fatigue  —  or  from  bathing 
while  hot  in  the  chilly  water  of  the  river  Kydnus  —  he  was 
seized  with  a  violent  fever,  which  presently  increased  to  so  dan¬ 
gerous  a  pitch  that  his  life  was  despaired  of.  Amidst  the  grief 
and  alarm  with  which  this  misfortune  filled  the  army,  none  of  the 
physicians  would  venture  to  administer  remedies,  for  fear  of  being 


1  Curtius,  iii.  4,  1 1. 

2  Curtius,  iii.  4,11.  “  Contemplatus  locorum  situm  (Alexander),  nou 

alias  dicitur  magis  admiratus  esse  felicitatem  suam,”  etc. 

See  Plutarch,  Demetrius,  47,  where  Agathokles  (son  of  Lysimachus)  holds 
the  line  of  Taurus  against  Demetrius  Poliorketes. 

*  Arrian,  ii.  4,  3-8-,  Curtius,  iii.  4.  Curtius  ascrrbes  to  Arsames  the  in¬ 
tention  of  executing  what  had  been  recommended  by  Memnon  before  the 
battle  of  the  Granikus  —  to  desolate  the  country  in  order  to  check  Alexan- 
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held  responsible  for  what  threatened  to  be  a  fatal  result,* 1  One 
alone  among  them,  an  Akarnanian  named  Philippus,  long  known 
and  trusted  by  Alexander,  engaged  to  cure  him  by  a  violent  pur¬ 
gative  draught.  Alexander  directed  him  to  prepare  it;  but  be¬ 
fore  the  time  for  taking  it  arrived,  he  received  a  confidential  let¬ 
ter  from  Parmenio,  entreating  him  to  beware  of  Philippus,  who 
had  been  bribed  by  Darius  to  poison  him.  After  reading  the  let¬ 
ter,  he  put  it  under  his  pillow.  Presently  came  Philippus  with 
the  medicine,  which  Alexander  accepted  and  swallowed  without 
remark,  at  the  same  time  giving  Philippus  the  letter  to  read,  and 
watching  the  expression  of  his  countenance.  The  look,  words, 
and  gestures  of  the  physician  were  such  as  completely  to  reas¬ 
sure  him.  Philippus,  indignantly  repudiating  the  calumny,  re¬ 
peated  his  full  confidence  in  the  medicine,  and  pledged  himself  to 
abide  the  result.  At  first  it  operated  so  violently  as  to  make 
Alexander  seemingly  worse,  and  even,  to  bring  him  to  death’s 
door  ;  but  after  a  certain  interval,  its  healing  effects  became 
manifest.  The  fever  was  subdued,  and  Alexander  was  pro¬ 
nounced  out  of  danger,  to  the  delight  of  the  whole  army.2 * * * * *  A 
reasonable  time  sufficed,  to  restore  him  to  his  former  healL  and 
vigor. 

It  was  his  first  operation,  after  recovery,  to  send  forward  Par¬ 
menio,  at  the  head  of  the  Greeks,  Thessalians,  and  Thracians,  in 
his  army,  for  the  purpose  of  clearing  the  forward  route  and  of  se¬ 
curing  the  pass  called  the  Gates  of  Kilikia  and  Syria.8  This 
narrow  road,  bounded  by  the  range  of  Mount  Amanus  on  the 
east  and  by  the  sea  on  the  west,  had  been  once  barred  by  a 


dcr’s  advance.  But  this  can  hardly  be  the  right  interpretation  of  the  pro¬ 
ceeding.  Arrian’s  account  seems  more  reasonable. 

1  When  Hepaestion  died  of  fever  at  Ekbatana,  nine  years  afterwards,  Al¬ 
exander  caused  the  physician  who  had  attended  him  to  be  crucified  (Plu¬ 
tarch,  Alexand.  72;  Arrian,  vii.  14). 

2  This  interesting  anecdote  is  recounted,  with  more  or  less  of  rhetoric  and 

amplification,  in  all  the  historians  —  Arrian,  ii.  4  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  31 ;  Plutarch, 

Alexand.  19  ;  Curtius,  iii.  5  ;  Justin,  xi.  8. 

It  is  one  mark  of  the  difference  produced  in  the  character  of  Alexander, 

by  superhuman  successes  continued  for  four  years  —  to  c  yntrast  the  generous 

Confidence  which  he  displayed  towards  Philippus,  with  his  cruel  prejudg 
ment  and  torture  of  Philotas  four  years  afterwards. 

8  Arrian,  ii.  5,  1 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  32  ,  Curtius,  iii.  7,  6. 
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double  cross-wall  with  gates  for  passage,  marking  the  origina 
boundaries  of  Kilikia  and  Syria.  The  Gates,  about  six  days'1 
march  beyond  Tarsus,1  were  found  guarded,  but  the  guard  fled 
with  little  resistance.  At  the  same  time  Alexander  himself,  con¬ 
ducting  the  Macedonian  troops  in  a  south-westerly  direction  from 
Tarsus,  employed  some  time  in  mastering  and  regulating  the 
towns  of  Anchialus  and  Soli,  as  well  as  the  Kilikian  mountain¬ 
eers.  Then,  returning  to  Tarsus,  and  recommencing  his  forward 
march,  he  advanced  with  the  infantry  and  with  his  chosen  squad¬ 
ron  of  cavalry,  first  to  Magarsus  near  the  mouth  of  the  river  Py- 
ramus,  next  to  Mallus  ;  the  general  body  of  cavalry,  under  Phi- 
lotus,  being  sent  by  a  more  direct  route  across  the  Aleian  plain. 
Mallus,  sacred  to  the  prophet  Amphilocus  as  a  patron-hero,  was 
said  to  be  a  colony  from  Argos ;  on  both  these  grounds  Alexan¬ 
der  was  disposed  to  treat  it  with  peculiar  respect.  He  offered 
solemn  sacrifice  to  Amphilocus,  exempted  Mallus  from  tribute, 
and  appeased  some  troublesome  discord  among  the  citizens.2 

It  was  at  Mallus  that  he  received  his  first  distinct  communica¬ 
tion  respecting  Darius  and  the  main  Persian  army  ;  which  was 
sar  to  be  encamped  at  Sochi  in  Syria,  on  the  eastern  side  of 
M^unt  Amanus,  about  two  days’  march  from  the  mountain  pass 
now  called  Beylan.  That  pass,  traversing  the  Amanian  range, 
forms  the  continuance  of  the  main  road  from  Asia  Minor  into 
Syria,  after  having  passed  first  over  Taurus,  and  next  through 
the  difficult  point  of  ground  above  specified  (called  the  Gates  of 
Kilikia  and  Syria),  between  Mount  Amanus  and  the  sea.  As¬ 
sembling  his  principal  officers,  Alexander  communicated  to  them 
the  position  of  Darius,  now  encamped *  *  in  a  spacious  plain  with 
prodigious  superiority  of  numbers,  especially  of  cavalry.  Though 
the  locality  was  thus  rather  favorable  to  the  enemy,  yet  the  Mace¬ 
donians,  full  of  hopes  and  courage,  called  upon  Alexander  to  lead 
them  forthwith  against  him.  Accordingly  Alexander,  well  pleased 
with  their  alacrity,  began  his  forward  march  on  the  following 
morning.  He  passed  through  Issus,  where  he  left  some  sick  and 


’  Cyrus  the  younger  was  five  days  in  marching  from  Tarsus  to  Issus,  and 
one  day  more  from  Issus  to  the  gates  of  Kilikia  and  Syria. —  Xenoph.  Anab 
t.  4-.  1  ,  Vol.  IX.  Chap  lxix.  p  27  of  this  history. 

*  Arrian,  ti  5,  li 
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wounded  under  a  moderate  guard  —  then  through  the  Gates  of 
Kilikia  and  Syria.  At  the  second  day’s  march  from  those  Gates, 
he  reached  the  seaport  of  Myriandrus,  the  first  town  of  Syria  or 
Phenicia.1 

Here,  having  been  detained  in  his  camp  one  day  by  a  dreadful 
storm,  he  received  intelligence  which  altogether  changed  his  plans. 
The  Persian  army  had  been  marched  away  from  Sochi,  and  was 
now  in  Kilikia,  following  in  his  rear.  It  had  already  got  posses¬ 
sion  of  Issus. 

Darius  had  marched  out  of  the  interior  his  vast  and  miscella¬ 
neous  host,  stated  at  600,000  men.  His  mother,  his  wife,  his  ha¬ 
rem,  his  children,  his  personal  attendants  of  every  description, 
accompanied  him,  to  witness  what  was  anticipated  as  a  certain 
triumph.  All  the  apparatus  of  ostentation  and  luxury  was  pro 
vided  in  abundance,  for  the  king  and  for  his  Persian  grandees. 
The  baggage  was  enormous :  of  gold  and  silver  alone,  we  are  told, 
that  there  was  enough  to  furnish  load  for  600  mules  and  300 
camels.2  A  temporary  bridge  being  thrown  over  the  Eu¬ 
phrates,  five  days  were  required  to  enable  the  whole  army  to 
cross.8  Much  of  the  treasure  and  baggage,  however,  was  not  al¬ 
lowed  to  follow  the  army  to  the  vicinity  of  Mount  Amanus,  but 
was  sent  under  a  guard  to  Damascus  in  Syria. 

At  the  head  of  such  an  overwhelming  host,  Darius  was  eager 
to  bring  on  at  once  a  general  battle.  It  was  not  sufficient  for  him 
simply  to  keep  back  an  enemy,  whom,  when  once  in  presence,  he 
calculated  on  crushing  altogether.  Accordingly,  he  had  given  no 
orders  (as  we  have  just  seen)  to  defend  the  line  of  the  Taurus  ; 
he  had  admitted  Alexander  unopposed  into  Kilikia,  and  he  in¬ 
tended  to  let  him  enter  in  like  manner  through  the  remaining 
strong  passes  —  first,  the  Gates  of  Kilikia  and  Syria,  between 
Mount  Amanus  and  the  sea  —  next,  the  pass,  now  called  Beylan, 
across  Amanus  itself.  He  both  expected  and  wished  that  his 
enemy  should  come  into  the  plain  to  fight,  there  to  be  trodden 
down  by  the  countless  horsemen  of  Persia. 

But  such  anticipation  was  not  at  once  realized.  The  move¬ 
ments  of  Alexander,  hitherto  so  rapid  and  unremitting,  seemed 


1  Arrian,  ii.  6. 

*  Curtins,  iii.  7,  1. 


2  Curtius,  in.  3,  24. 
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suspended.  We  have  already  noticed  the  dangerous  fever  which 
threatened  his  life,  occasioning  not  only  a  long  halt,  but  much 
uneasiness  among  the  Macedonian  army.  All  was  doubtless  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Persians,  with  abundant  exaggerations :  and  when 
Alexander,  immediately  after  recovery,  instead  of  marching  for¬ 
ward  towards  them,  turned  away  from  them  to  subdue  the  west¬ 
ern  portion  af  Kilikia,  this  again  was  construed  by  Darius  as  an 
evidence  ot  hesitation  and  fear.  It  is  even  asserted  that  Parme- 
nio  wished  to  await  the  attack  of  the  Persians  in  Kilikia,  and 
that  Alexander  at  first  consented  to  do  so.1  At  any  rate,  Darius, 
after  a  certain  interval,  contracted  the  persuasion,  and  was  as¬ 
sured  by  his  Asiatic  councillors  and  courtiers,  that  the  Macedo¬ 
nians,  though  audacious  and  triumphant  against  frontier  satraps, 
now  hung  back  intimidated  by  the  approaching  majesty  and  full 
muster  of  ihe  empire,  and  that  they  would  not  stand  to  resist  his 
attack.  Under  this  impression  Darius  resolved  upon  an  advance 
into  Kilikia  with  all  his  army.  Thy  modes  indeed,  and  other  in¬ 
telligent  Grecian  advisers  —  together  with  the  Macedonian  exile 
Amyntas  —  deprecated  his  new  resolution,  entreating  him  to  per¬ 
severe  in  his  original  purpose.  They  pledged  themselves  that 
Alexander  would  come  forth  to  attack  him  wherever  he  was,  and 
that  too,  speedily.  They  dwelt  on  the  imprudence  of  fighting  in 
the  narrow  defiles  of  Kilikia,  where  his  numbers,  and  especially 
his  vast  cavalry,  would  be  useless.  Their  advice,  however,  was 
not  only  disregarded  by  Darius,  but  denounced  by  the  Persian 
councillors  as  traitorous.2  Even  some  of  the  Greeks  in  the  camp 
shared,  and  transmitted  in  their  letters  to  Athens,  the  blind  con¬ 
fidence  of  the  monarch.  The  order  was  forthwith  given  for  the 
whole  army  to  quit  the  plains  of  Syria  and  march  across  Mount 


1  Curtius,  iii.  7,  8. 

2  From  iEschines  (cont.  Ktesiphont.  p.  552)  it  seems  that  Demosthenes, 
and  the  anti-Macedonian  statesmen  at  Athens,  received  letters  at  this  mo¬ 
ment  written  in  high  spirits,  intimating  that  Alexander  was  “  caught  and 
pinned  up  ”  in  Kilikia.  Demosthenes  (  if  we  may  believe  Alschines  )  went 
about  showing  these  letters,  and  boasting  of  the  good  news  which  was  at 
hand.  Josephus  (Ant.  Jud.  xi.  8,  3)  also  reports  the  confident  anticipations 
of  Persian  success,  entertained  by  Sanballat  at  Samaria,  as  well  as  by  all  thf 
Asiatics  around. 
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Amanus  into  Kilikia.1  To  cross,  by  any  pass,  over  such  a  range 
as  that  of  Mount  Amanus,  with  a  numerous  army,  heavy  baggage, 
and  ostentatious  train  (including  all  the  suite  necessary  for  the 
regal  family),  must  have  been  a  work  of  no  inconsiderable  time; 
and  the  only  two  passes  over  this  mountain  were,  both  of  them, 
narrow  and  easily  defensible.2  Darius  followed  the  northernmost 
of  the  two,  which  brought  him  into  the  rear  of  his  enemy 

Thus  at  the  same  time  that  the  Macedonians  were  marching 
southward  to  cross  Mount  Amanus  by  the  southern  pass,  and  at¬ 
tack  Darius  in  the  plain  —  Darius  was  coming  over  into  Kilikia 
by  the  northern  pass  to  drive  them  before  him  back  into  Mace¬ 
donia.3  Reaching  Issus,  seemingly  about  two  days  after  they 
had  left  it,  he  became  master  of  their  sick  and  wounded  left  in 
the  town.  With  odious  brutality,  his  grandees  impelled  him  to 
inflict  upon  these  poor  men  either  death  or  amputation  of  hands 
and  arms.4  He  then  marched  forward  —  along  the  same  road 
by  the  shore  of  the  Gulf  which  had  already  been  followed  by 
Alexander  —  and  encamped  on  the  banks  of  the  river  Pinarus. 

The  fugitives  from  Issus  hastened  to  inform  Alexander^  whom 
they  overtook  at  Myriandrus.  So  astonished  was  he,  that  ha 
refused  to  believe  the  news,  until  it  had  been  confirmed  by  soma 
officers  whom  he  sent  northward  along  the  coast  of  the  Gulf  in  a 
small  galley,  and  to  whom  the  vast  Persian  multitude  on  the 
shore  was  distinctly  visible .  Then,  assembling  the  chief  officers, 
he  communicated  to  them  the  near  approach  of  the  enemy,  ex* 


1  Arrian,  ii.  6 ;  Curtius,  iii.  8,  2 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  32. 

2  Cicero,  Epist.  ad  Famil.  xv.  4.  See  the  instructive  commentary  of 
Miitzell  ad  Curtium,  iii.  8,  p.  103,  104.  I  have  given  in  an  Appendix  to 
this  Volume,  some  explanatory  comments  on  the  ground  near  Issus. 

3  Plutarch  (Alexand.  20)  states  this  general  fact  correctly ;  but  he  is  mis* 
taken  in  saying  that  the  two  armies  missed  one  another  in  the  night,  etc. 

4  Arrian,  ii.  7,  2  ,  Curtius,  iii.  8,  14.  I  have  mentioned,  a  few  pages  back* 
that  about  a  fortnight  before,  Alexander  had  sent  Parmenio  forward  from 
Tarsus  to  secure  the  Gates  of  Kilikia  and  Syria,  while  he  himself  marched 
backward  to  Soli  and  Anchilaus.  He  and  Parmenio  must  have  been  sep* 
arated  at  this  time  by  a  distance,  not  less  than  eight  days  of  ordinary  march. 
If  during  this  interval,  Darius  had  arrived  at  Issus,  he  would  have  been  jus! 
between  them,  and  would  ha7e  cut  them  off  one  from  the  other.  It  wa$ 
Alexander's  good  luck  that  sc  grave  an  embarrassment  did  not  occur 
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patiating  on  the  favorable  auspices  under  which  a  battle  would 
now  take  place.1  His  address  was  hailed  with  acclamation  by 
his  hearers,  who  demanded  only  to  be  led  against  the  enemy.2 

His  distance  from  the  Persian  position  may  have  been  about 
eighteen  miles.3  By  an  evening  march,  after  supper,  he  reached 
&t  midnight  the  narrow  defile  (between  Mount  Amanus  and  the 
sea)  called  the  Gates  of  Kilikia  and  Syria,  through  which  he 
had  marched  tw3  days  before.  Again  master  of  that  important 
position,  he  rested  there  the  last  portion  of  the  night,  and  ad¬ 
vanced  forward  at  day-break  northward  towards  Darius.  At 
first  the  breadth  of  practicable  road  was  so  confined,  as  to  admit 
only  a  narrow  column  of  march,  with  the  cavalry  following  the 
infantry ;  presently  it  widened,  enabling  Alexander  to  enlarge 
his  front  by  bringing  up  successively  the  divisions  of  the  phalanx. 
On  approaching  near  to  the  river  Pinarus  (which  flowed  across 
the  pass),  he  adopted  his  order  of  battle.  On  the  extreme  right 
he  placed  the  hypaspists,  or  light  division  of  hoplites ;  next 
(reckoning  from  right  to  left),  five  Taxeis  or  divisions  of  the 
phalanx,  under  Koenus,  Perdikkas,  Meleager,  Ptolemy,  and 
Amyntas.  Of  these  three  last  or  left  divisions,  Kraterus  had  the 
general  command ;  himself  subject  to  the  orders  of  Parmenio, 
who  commanded  the  entire  left  half  of  the  army.  The  breadth 
of  plain  between  the  mountains  on  the  right,  and  the  sea  on  the 
left,  is  said  to  have  been  not  more  than  fourteen  stadia,  or  about 
one  English  mile  and  a  half.4  From  fear  of  being  outflanked  by 
the  superior  numbers  of  the  Persians,  he  gave  strict  orders  to 
Parmenio  to  keep  close  to  the  sea.  His  Macedonian  cavalry, 
the  Companions,  together  with  the  Thessalians,  were  placed  on 
his  right  flank ;  as  were  also  the  Agrianes,  and  the  principal 
portion  of  the  light  infantry.  The  Peloponnesian  and  allied  cav- 


1  Arrian,  ii.  7,  8. 

8  Arrian,  ii.  7  ;  Curtius,  iii.  10  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  33. 

3  Kallisthenes  called  the  distance  100  stadia  (ap.  Polyb.  xii.  19).  This 
seems  likely  to  be  under  the  truth. 

Polybius  criticises  severely  the  description  given  by  Kallisthenes  of  the 
march  of  Alexander.  Not  having  before  us  the  words  of  Kallisthenes  him 
self,  we  are  hardly  in  a  condition  to  appreciate  the  goodness  of  the  criticism; 
which  in  some  points  is  certainly  overstrained. 

4  Kallisthenes  ap  PoDbium,  xii.  17. 
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airy,  with  the  Thracian  and  Kretan  light  infantry,  were  sent  on 
the  left  flank  to  Parmenio.1 

Darius,  informed  that  Alexander  was  approaching,  resolved  to 
fight  where  he  was  encamped,  behind  the  river  Pinarus.  He, 
however,  threw  across  the  river  a  force  of  30,000  cavalry,  and 
20,000  infantry,  to  ensure  the  undisturbed  formation  of  his  main 
force  behind  the  river.2  He  composed  his  phalanx  or  main  line 
of  battle,  of  90,000  hoplites ;  30,000  Greek  hoplites  in  the  cen¬ 
tre,  and  30,000  Asiatics  armed  as  hoplites  (called  Kardakes,)  on 
each  side  of  these  Greeks.  These  men  —  not  distributed  into 
separate  divisions,  but  grouped  in  one  body  or  multitude3  —  filled 
the  breadth  between  the  mountains  and  the  sea.  On  the  moun¬ 
tains  to  his  left,  he  placed  a  body  of  20,000  men,  intended  to  act 
against  the  right  flank  and  rear  of  Alexander.  But  for  the  great 
numerical  mass  of  his  vast  host,  he  could  find  no  room  to  act ; 
accordingly  they  remained  useless  in  the  rear  of  his  Greek  and 


*  Arrian,  ii.  8,  4-13. 

*  Compare  Ivallisthenes  ap  Polyb.  xii.  17. ;  and  Arrian,  ii.  8,  8  Consider¬ 
ing  how  narrow  the  space  was,  such  numerous  bodies  as  these  30,000  horse 
and  20,000  foot  must  have  found  little  facility  in  moving.  Kallisthenes  did 
not  notice  them,  as  far  as  we  can  collect  from  Polybius. 

3  Arrian,  ii.  8,  9  Tooovtovq  yap  in  i  ^d/layyof  d.n’kfjc  idij^ero  t& 
Xupiov,  iva  huaaovTO. 

The  depth  of  this  single  phalanx  is  not  given,  nor  do  we  know  the  exact 
width  of  the  ground  which  it  occupied.  Assuming  a  depth  of  sixteen,  and 
one  pace  in  breadth  to  each  soldier,  4000  men  would  stand  in  the  breadth 
of  a  stadium  of  250  paces  ,  and  therefore  80,000  men  in  a  breadth  of  twenty 
6tadia  (see  the  calculation  of  RUstow  and  Kochly  (p  280)  about  the  Mace¬ 
donian  line).  Assuming  a  depth  of  twenty-six,  6500  men  would  stand  in 
the  stadium,  and  therefore  90,000  in  a  total  breadth  of  14  stadia,  which  is 
that  given  by  Kallisthenes  But  there  must  have  been  intervals  left, 
greater  or  less,  we  know  not  how  many ,  the  covering  detachments,  which 
had  been  thrown  out  before  the  river  Pinarus,  must  have  found  some 
means  of  passing  through  to  the  rear,  when  recalled 

Mr.  Kinneir  states  that  the  breadth  between  Mount  Amanus  and  the  sea 
varies  between  one  mile  and  a  half  (English)  and  three  miles.  The  four¬ 
teen  stadia  of  Kallisthenes  are  equivalent  to  nearly  one  English  mile  and 
three-quarters. 

Neither  in  ancient  nor  in  modern  times  have  Oriental  armies  ever  been 
trained,  by  native  officers,  to  regularity  of  march  or  array  —  see  Malcolm 
Hist,  of  Persia,  ch.  xxiii  vol  ii.  p.  498  Ve'ney,  Travels  in  Egypt  and 
Syria,  vol.  i.  p.  124. 
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Asiatic  hoplites ,  yet  not  formed  into  any  body  of  reserve,  05 
kept  disposable  for  assisting  in  case  of  need.  When  his  line  wa* 
thoroughly  formed,  he  recalled  to  the  left  bank  of  the  Pinarus 
the  30,000  cavalry  and  20,000  infantry  which  he  had  sent  across 
as  a  protecting  force.  A  part  of  this  cavalry  were  sent  to  his 
extreme  left  wing,  but  the  mountain  ground  was  found  unsuita¬ 
ble  for  them  to  act,  so  that  they  were  forced  to  cross  the  right 
wing,  where  accordingly  the  great  mass  of  the  Persian  cavalry 
became  assembled.  Darius  himself  in  his  chariot  was  in  the 
centre  of  the  line,  behind  the  Grecian  hoplites.  In  the  front  of 
his  whole  line  ran  the  river  or  rivulet  Pinarus ;  the  banks  of 
which,  in  many  parts  naturally  steep,  he  obstructed  in  some 
places  by  embankments.1 

As  soon  as  Alexander,  by  the  retirement  of  the  Persian  cov¬ 
ering  detachment,  was  enabled  to  perceive  the  final  dispositions 
of  Darius,  he  made  some  alteration  in  his  own,  transferring  his 
Thessalian  cavalry  by  a  rear  movement  from  his-  right  to  his  left 
wing,  and  bringing  forward  the  lancer-cavalry  or  sarissophori,  as 
well  as  the  light  infantry,  Paeonians,  and  archers,  to  the  front  of 
his  right.  The  Agrianians,  together  with  some  cavalry  and  an¬ 
other  body  of  archers,  were  detached  from  the  general  line  to 
form  an  oblique  front  against  the  20,000  Persians  posted  on  the 
hill  to  outflank  him.  As  these  20,000  men  came  near  enough 
to  threaten  his  flank,  Alexander  directed  the  Agrianians  to  at¬ 
tack  them,  and  to  drive  them  farther  away  on  the  hills.  They 
manifested  so  little  firmness,  and  gave  way  so  easily,  that  he  felt 
no  dread  of  any  serious  aggressive  movement  from  them.  He 
therefore  contented  himself  with  holding  back  in  reserve  against 
them  a  body  of  300  heavy  cavalry ;  while  he  placed  the  Agrian¬ 
ians  and  the  rest  on  the  right  of  his  main  line,  in  order  to  make 
his  front  equal  to  that  of  his  enemies.'2 


1  Arrian,  ii.  10,  2  Kallisthenes  appears  to  have  reckoned  the  mercenaries 
composing  the  Persian  phalanx  at  30,000  —  and  the  cavalry  at  30,000.  He 
does  not  seem  to  have  taken  account  of  the  Kardakes.  Yet  Polybius  in 
his  criticism  tries  to  make  out  that  there  was  not  room  for  an  array  of 
even  60,000,  while  Arrian  enumerates  90,000  hoplites,  uot  including  cav 
airy  (Polyb.  xii.  18). 

2  Arrian,  ii  9,  Kallisthenes  ap.  Polyb.  xii.  17  The  slackness  of  this 
Persian  corps  on  the  flank,  and  the  ease  with  which  Alexander  drove  them 
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Having  thus  formed  his  array,  after  giving  the  troops  a  cer¬ 
tain  halt  after  their  march,  he  advanced  at  a  very  slow  pace, 
anxious  to  maintain  his  own  front  even,  and  anticipating  that  the 
enemy  might  cross  the  Pinarus  to  meet  him.  But  as  they  did 
not  move,  he  continued  his  advance,  preserving  the  uniformity 
of  the  front,  until  he  arrived  within  bowshot,  when  he  himself, 
at  the  head  of  his  cavalry,  hypaspists,  and  divisions  of  the  pha¬ 
lanx  on  the  right,  accelerated  his  pace,  crossed  the  river  at  a 
quick  step,  and  fell  upon  the  Kardakes  or  Asiatic  hoplites  on  the 
Persian  left.  Unprepared  for  the  suddenness  and  vehemence  of 
this  attack,  these  Kardakes  scarcely  resisted  a  moment,  but  gave 
way  as  soon  as  they  came  to  close  quarters,  and  fled,  vigorously 
pressed  by  the  Macedonian  right.  Darius,  who  was  in  his  cha¬ 
riot  in  the  centre,  perceived  that  this  untoward  desertion  ex¬ 
posed  his  person  from  the  left  flank.  Seized  with  panic,  he 
caused  his  chariot  to  be  turned  round,  and  fled  with  all  speed 
among  the  foremost  fugitives.* 1  He  kept  to  his  chariot  as  long 


back  —  a  material  point  in  reference  to  the  battle  —  are  noticed  by  Cur 
tius,  iii.  9, 11. 

1  Arrian,  ii.  11,  6.  evtivt;,  ug  d\£v  km  tov  ap/uaroc,  avv  roh  Trpuroic 
ttyevye ,  etc. 

This  simple  statement  of  Arrian  is  far  more  credible  than  the  highly 
wrought  details  given  by  Diodorus  (xvii.  34)  and  Curtius  (iii.  11,  9)  about  a 
direct  charge  of  Alexander  upon  the  chariot  of  Darius,  and  a  murderous 
combat  immediately  round  that  chariot,  in  which  the  horses  became 
wounded  and  unmanageable,  so  as  to  be  on  the  point  of  overturning  it. 
Chares  even  went  so  far  as  to  affirm  that  Alexander  had  come  into  personal 
conflict  with  Darius,  from  whom  he  had  received  his  wound  in  the  thigh 
(Plutarch,  Alex.  20).  Plutarch  had  seen  the  letter  addressed  by  Alexander 
to  Antipater,  simply  intimating  that  he  had  received  a  slight  wound  in  the 
thigh. 

In  respect  to  this  point,  as  to  so  many  others,  Diodorus  and  Curtiu® 
have  copied  the  same  authority. 

Kallisthenes  (ap.  Polyb.  xii.  22)  stated  that  Alexander  had  laid  his  plan 
of  attack  with  a  view  to  bear  upon  the  person  of  Darius,  which  is  not 
improbable  (compare  Xenoph.  Anab  i.  8,  22),  and  was  in  fact  realized, 
since  the  first  successful  charge  of  the  Macedonians  came  so  near  to  Darias 
as  to  alarm  him  for  the  safety  of  his  own  person.  To  the  question  put  by 
Polybius  —  How  did  Alexander  know  in  what  part  of  the  army  Darius 
was  ?  —  we  may  reply,  that  the  chariot  and  person  of  Darius  would  doubt¬ 
less  be  conspicuous :  moreover  the  Persian  kings  were  habitually  in  the 
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as  the  ground  permitted,  but  quitted  it  on  reaching  some  rugged 
ravines,  and  mounted  on  horseback  to  make  sure  of  escape ;  id 
such  terror,  that  he  cast  away  his  bow,  his  shield,  and  his  regal 
mantle.  He  does  not  seem  to  have  given  a  single  order,  nor  to 
have  made  the  smallest  effort  to  repair  a  first  misfortune.  The 
flight  of  the  king  was  the  signal  for  all  who  observed  it  to  flee 
also ;  so  that  the  vast  host  in  the  rear  were  quickly  to  be  seen 
trampling  one  another  down,  in  their  efforts  to  get  through  the 
difficult  ground  out  of  the  reach  of  the  enemy.  Darius  was  him¬ 
self  not  merely  the  centre  of  union  for  all  the  miscellaneous  con¬ 
tingents  composing  the  army,  but  also  the  sole  commander ;  so 
that  after  his  flight  there  was  no  one  left  to  give  any  general 
order. 

This  great  battle  —  we  ought  rather  to  say,  that  which  ought 
to  have  been  a  great  battle  —  was  thus  lost,  —  through  the  giv¬ 
ing  way  of  the  Asiatic  hoplites  on  the  Persian  left,  and  the  im¬ 
mediate  flight  of  Darius,  —  within  a  few  minutes  after  its  com¬ 
mencement.  But  the  centre  and  right  of  the  Persians,  not  yet 
apprised  of  these  misfortunes,  behaved  with  gallantry.  When 
Alexander  made  his  rapid  dash  forward  with  the  right,  under 
his  own  immediate  command,  the  phalanx  in  his  left  centre 
(which  was  under  Kraterus  and  Parmenio)  either  did  not  re¬ 
ceive  the  same  accelerating  order,  or  found  itself  both  retarded 
and  disordered  by  greater  steepness  in  the  banks  of  the  Pinarus. 
Here  it  was  charged  by  the  Grecian  mercenaries,  the  best  troops 
in  the  Persian  service.  The  combat  which  took  place  was  obsti¬ 
nate,  and  the  Macedonian  loss  not  inconsiderable ;  the  general 
of  division,  Ptolemy  son  of  Seleukus,  With  120  of  the  front  rank 
men  or  choice  phalangites,  being  slain.  But  presently  Alexan¬ 
der,  having  completed  the  rout  on  the  enemies’  left,  brought  back 
his  victorious  troops  from  the  pursuit,  attacked  the  Grecian  mer¬ 
cenaries  in  flank,  and  gave  decisive  superiority  to  their  enemies. 
These  Grecian  mercenaries  were  beaten  and  forced  to  retire. 


centre  —  and  Cyrus  the  younger,  at  the  battle  of  Kunaxa,  directed  thf 
attack  to  be  made  exactly  against  the  person  of  his  brother  Artaxerxes. 

After  the  battle  of  Kunaxa,  Artaxerxes  assumed  to  himself  the  honor  of 
having  slain  Cyrus  with  his  own  hand,  and  put  to  death  those  who  had 
really  done  the  deed,  because  they  boasted  of  it  'Plutarch,  Artax.  161 
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On  finding  that  Darius  himself  had  fled,  they  got  away  from  the 
field  as  well  as  they  could,  yet  seemingly  in  good  order.  There 
is  even  reason  to  suppose  that  a  part  of  them  forced  their  way 
up  the  mountains  or  through  the  Macedonian  line,  and  made 
their  escape  southward.1 

Meanwhile  on  the  Persian  right,  towards  the  sea,  the  heavy¬ 
armed  Persian  cavalry  had  shown  much  bravery.  They  were 
bold  enough  to  cross  the  Pinarus2  and  vigorously  to  charge  the 
Thessalians ;  with  whom  they  maintained  a  close  contest,  until 
the  news  spread  that  Darius  had  disappeared,  and  that  the  left 
of  the  army  was  routed.  They  then  turned  their  backs  and  fled, 
sustaining  terrible  damage  from  their  enemies  in  the  retreat. 
Of  the  Kardakes  on  the  right  flank  of  the  Grecian  hoplites  in 
the  Persian  line,  we  hear  nothing,  nor  of  the  Macedonian  infan¬ 
try  opposed  to  them.  Perhaps  these  Kardakes  came  little  into 
action,  since  the  cavalry  on  their  part  of  the  field  were  so  se¬ 
verely  engaged.  At  any  rate  they  took  part  in  the  general 
flight  of  the  Persians,  as  soon  as  Darius  was  known  to  have  left 
the  field.3 

The  rout  of  the  Persians  being  completed,  Alexander  began  a 
vigorous  pursuit.  The  destruction  and  slaughter  of  the  fugitives 
was  prodigious.  Amidst  so  small  a  breadth  of  practicable 
ground,  narrowed  sometimes  into  a  defile  and  broken  by  fre¬ 
quent  watercourses,  their  vast  numbers  found  no  room,  and  trod 
one  another  down.  As  many  perished  in  this  way  as  by  the 


1  This  is  the  supposition  of  Mr.  Williams,  and  it  appears  to  me  probable 
though  Mr.  Ainsworth  calls  it  in  question,  in  consequence  of  the  difficulties 
of  the  ground  southward  of  Myriandrus  towards  the  sea.  [See  Mr.  Ains¬ 
worth’s  Essay  on  the  Oicilian  and  Syrian  Gates,  Journal  of  the  Geograph. 
Society,  1838,  p.  194].  These  Greeks,  being  merely  fugitives  with  arms  in 
their  hands  —  with  neither  cavalry  nor  baggage  —  could  make  their  way 
over  very  difficult  ground. 

*  Arrian,  ii.  11,  3;  Curtius,  iii.  11,  13.  Kallisthenes  stated  the  same 
thing  as  Arrian  —  that  this  Persian  cavalry  had  crossed  the  Pinarus,  and 
charged  the  Thessalians  with  bravery.  Polybius  censures  him  for  it,  as  if 
he  had  affirmed  something  false  and  absurd  (xii.  18).  This  shows  that  the 
criticisms  of  Polybius  are  not  to  be  accepted  without  reserve.  He  reasons 
as  if  the  Macedonian  phalanx  could  not  cross  the  Pinarus  —  converting 
difficulty  into  an  impossibility  (xii.  22). 

•  Arrian,  ii.  11 ;  Curtius,  iii.  11. 
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sword  of  the  conquerors ;  insomuch  that  Ptolemy  (afterwards 
king  of  Egypt,  the  companion  and  historian  of  Alexander)  re* 
counts  that  he  himself  in  the  pursuit  came  to  a  ravine  choked  up 
with  dead  bodies,  of  which  he  made  a  bridge  to  pass  over  it.1 
The  pursuit  was  continued  as  long  as  the  light  of  a  November 
day  allowed ;  but  the  battle  had  not  begun  till  a  late  hour.  The 
camp  of  Darius  was  taken  together  with  his  mother,  his  wife,  his 
sister,  his  infant  son,  and  two  daughters.  His  chariot,  his  shield, 
and  his  bow  also  fell  into  the  power  of  the  conquerors ;  and  a 
sum  of  3000  talents  in  money  was  found,  though  much  of  the 
treasure  had  been  sent  to  Damascus.  The  total  loss  of  the  Per¬ 
sians  is  said  to  have  amounted  to  10,000  horse  and  100,000  foot; 
among  the  slain  moreover  were  several  eminent  Persian  gran¬ 
dees,  —  Arsames,  Rheomithres,  and  Atizyes,  who  had  com¬ 
manded  at  the  Granikus  —  Sabakes,  satrap  of  Egypt.  Of  the 
Macedonians  we  are  told  that  300  foot  and  150  horse  were 
killed.  Alexander  himself  was  slightly  wounded  in  the  thigh  by 
a  sword.2 3 * 

The  mother,  wife,  and  family  of  Darius,  who  became  captives, 
were  treated  by  Alexander’s  order  with  the  utmost  consideration 
and  respect.  When  Alexander  returned  at  night  from  the  pui> 
suit,  he  found  the  regal  tent  reserved  and  prepared  for  him.  In 
an  inner  compartment  of  it  he  heard  the  tears  and  wailings  of 
women.  He  was  informed  that  the  mourners  were  the  mother 
and  wife  of  Darius,  who  had  learnt  that  the  bow  and  shield  of 
Darius  had  been  taken,  and  were  giving  loose  to  their  grief  un¬ 
der  the  belief  that  Darius  himself  was  killed.  Alexander  imme¬ 
diately  sent  Leonnatus  to  assure  them  'that  Darius  was  still  living, 
and  to  promise  further  that  they  should  be  allowed  to  preserve 
the  regal  title  and  state  —  his  war  against  Darius  being  under¬ 
taken  not  from  any  feelings  of  hatred,  but  as  a  fair  contest  for  the 
empire  of  Asia.8  Besides  this  anecdote,  which  depends  on  good 


1  Arrian,  i.  11,  11 ;  Kallisthenes  ap.  Polyb.  xii.  20. 

2  Arrian,  ii.  11 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  Curtius  (ii.  11,  27)  says  that  the  Macedo¬ 
nians  lost  thirty-two  foot  and  one  hundred  and  fifty  horse,  killed  j  with 
504  men  wounded ;  —  Justin  states,  130  foot,  and  150  horse  (xi.  9). 

3  Arrian,  ii.  12,  8  — from  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus.  Compare  Piodoar 

xvii.  36  ;  Curtius,  ii:.  11,  24  :  iii.  12.17 
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uuthority,  many  others,  uncertified  or  untrue,  were  recounted 
about  his  kind  behavior  to  these  princesses  ;  and  Alexander 
himself,  shortly  after  the  battle,  seems  to  have  heard  fictions 
about  it,  which  he  thought  himself  obliged  to  contradict  in  a  let¬ 
ter.  It  is  certain,  (from  the  extract  now  remaining  of  this  letter) 
that  he  never  saw,  nor  ever  entertained  the  idea  of  seeing,  the 
captn  e  wife  of  Darius,  said  to  be  the  most  beautiful  woman  in 
Asia ;  moreover  he  even  declined  to  hear  encomiums  upon  her 
beauty.1 

How  this  vast  host  of  fugitives  got  out  of  the  narrow  limits  of 
Kilikia,  or  how  many  of  them  quitted  that  country  by  the  same 
pass  over  Mount  Amanus  as  that  by  which  they  had  entered  it 
—  we  cannot  make  out.  It  is  probable  that  many,  and  Darius 
himself  among  the  number,  made  their  escape  across  the  mountain 
by  various  subordinate  roads  and  by-paths ;  which,  though  unfit 
for  a  regular  army  with  baggage,  would  be  found  a  welcome  re¬ 
source  by  scattered  companies.  Darius  managed  to  get  together 
4000  of  the  fugitives,  with  whom  he  hastened  to  Thapsakus,  and 
there  recrossed  the  Euphrates.  The  only  remnant  of  force,  still 
in  a  position  of  defence  after  the  battle,  consisted  of  8000  of  the 
Grecian  mercenaries  under  Amyntas  and  Thymodes.  These  men, 
fighting  their  way  out  of  Kilikia  (seemingly  towards  the  south,  by 
or  near  Myriandrus),  marched  to  Tripolis  on  the  coast  of  Phe- 
nicia,  where  they  still  found  the  same  vessels  in  which  they 
had  themselves  been  brought  from  the  armament  of  Lesbos. 
Seizing  sufficient  means  of  transport,  and  destroying  the  rest  to 
prevent  pursuit,  they  immediately  crossed  over  to  Cyprus,  and 
from  thence  to  Egypt.2  With  this  single  exception,  the  enor¬ 
mous  Persian  host  disappears  with  the  battle  of  Issus.  We  hear 
of  no  attempt  to  rally  or  re-form,  nor  of  any  fresh  Persian  force 
afoot  until  two  years  afterwards.  The  booty  acquired  by  the  vic¬ 
tors  was  immense,  not  merely  in  gold  and  silver,  but  also  in  cap¬ 
tives  for  the  slave-merchant.  On  the  morrow  of  the  battle,  Alex- 

1  Plutarch,  Alex.  22.  eyu  yap  (Alexander)  ovx  on  tupandg  av  eiipede'iv 
Tf)v  Aapdov  ywalna  tj  /SeflovXevfievog  ideiv,  aTJC  ovde  tC)v  heyovruv  nept  ttj f 
eiuop<piag  auTT/c  npoadedeypevog  tov  Tioyov, 

*  Arrian,  ii  13,2,3;  Diodor.  xvii.  48.  Curtius  says  that  these  Greeks 
got  away  by  by-paths  across  the  mountains  (Amanus) — which  may  be 
true  (Curtius,  iii.  11,  19). 
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ander  offered  a  solemn  sacrifice  of  thanksgiving,  with  three  altars 
erected  on  the  banks  of  the  Pinarus  ;  while  he  at  the  same  time 
buried  the  dead,  consoled  the  wounded,  and  rewarded  or  compli¬ 
mented  all  who  had  distinguished  themselves.1 

No  victory  recorded  in  history  was  ever  more  complete  in  it¬ 
self,  or  more  far-stretching  in  its  consequences,  than  that  of  Issus. 
Not  only  was  the  Persian  force  destroyed  or  dispersed,  but  the 
efforts  of  Darius  for  recovery  were  paralyzed  by  the  capture  of 
his  family.  Portions  of  the  dissipated  army  of  Issus  may  be  traced, 
re-appearing  in  different  places  for  operations  of  detail  ;  but  we 
shall  find  no  farther  resistance  to  Alexander  and  his  main  force, 
except  from  the  brave  freemen  of  two  fortified  cities.  Every¬ 
where  an  overwhelming  sentiment  of  admiration  and  terror  was 
spread  abroad,  towards  the  force,  skill,  or  good  fortune  of  Alex- 
der,  by  whichever  name  it  might  be  called  —  together  with  con¬ 
tempt  for  the  real  value  of  a  Persian  army,  in  spite  of  so  much 
imposing  pomp  and  numerical  show  ;  a  contempt,  not  new  to  in¬ 
telligent  Greeks,  but  now  communicated  even  to  vulgar  minds 
by  the  recent  unparalleled  catastrophe.  Both  as  general  and  as 
soldier,  indeed,  the  consummate  excellence  of  Alexander  stood 
conspicuous,  not  less  than  the  signal  deficiency  of  Darius.  The 
fault  in  the  latter,  upon  which  most  remark  is  usually  made,  was, 
that  of  fighting  the  battle,  not  in  an  open  plain,  but  in  a  narrow 
valley,  whereby  his  superiority  of  number  was  rendered  unprofit¬ 
able.  But  this  (as  I  have  already  obsen  ed)  was  only  one  among 
many  mistakes,  and  by  no  means  the  most  serious.  The  result 
would  have  been  the  same,  had  the  battle  been  fought  in  the 
plains  to  the  eastward  of  Mount  Amanus.  Superior  numbers 
are  of  little  avail  on  any  ground  unless  there  be  a  general  who 
knows  how  to  make  use  of  them  ;  unless  they  be  distributed  into 
separate  divisions  ready  to  combine  for  offensive  action  on  many 
points  at  once,  or  at  any  rate  to  lend  support  to  each  other  in  de¬ 
fence,  so  that  a  defeat  of  one  fraction  is  not  a  defeat  of  the  whole. 
The  faith  of  Darius  in  simple  multitude  was  altogether  blind  and 


1  Arrian,  ii  12, 1  ;  Curtius,  iii.  12,  27  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  40.  The  “  Arae  A!- 
exrfindri,  in  radieibus  Amani,”  are  mentioned  by  Cicero  (ad  Famil.  xv.  4) 
When  commrnding  in  Kilikia  he  encamped  there  with  his  army  foo* 
days. 
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childish ; 1  nay,  that  faith,  though  overweening  beforehand,  disap¬ 
peared  at  once  when  he  found  his  enemies  did  not  run  away,  but 
faced  him  boldly  —  as  was  seen  by  his  attitude  on  the  banks  of  the 
Pinarus,  where  he  stood  to  be  attacked  instead  of  executing  his 
threat  of  treading  down  the  handful  opposed  to  him.2 *  But  it 
was  not  merely  as  a  general,  that  Darius  acted  in  such  a  manner 
as  t'  render  the  loss  of  the  battle  certain.  Had  his  dispositions 
been  ever  so  skilful,  his  personal  cowardice,  in  quitting  the  field 
and  thinking  only  of  his  own  safety,  would  have  sufficed  to  nullify 
their  effect.8  Though  the  Persian  grandees  are  generally  con¬ 
spicuous  for  personal  courage,  yet  we  shall  find  Darius  hereafter 
again  exhibiting  the  like  melancholy  timidity,  and  the  like  incom¬ 
petence  for  using  numbers  with  effect,  at  the  battle  of  Arbela, 
though  fought  in  a  spacious  plain  chosen  by  himself. 

Happy  was  it  for  Memnon,  that  he  did  not  live  to  see  the  re¬ 
nunciation  of  his  schemes,  and  the  ruin  consequent  upon  it !  The 
fleet  in  the  Aegean,  which  had  been  transferred  at  his  death  to 
Pharnabazus,  though  weakened  by  the  loss  of  those  mercenaries 
whom  Darius  had  recalled  to  Issus,  and  disheartened  by  a  serious 
defeat  which  the  Persian  Orontobates  had  received  from  the 
Macedonians  in  Karia,4 * * *  was  nevertheless  not  inactive  in  trying 
to  organize  an  anti-Macedonian  manifestation  in  Greece.  While 
Pharnabazus  was  at  the  island  of  Siphnos  with  his  100  triremes, 
he  was  visited  by  the  Lacedaemonian  king  Agis,  who  pressed  him 
to  embark  for  Peloponnesus  as  large  a  force  as  he  could  spare, 
to  second  a  movement  projected  by  the  Spartans.  But  such  ag¬ 
gressive  plans  were  at  once  crushed  by  the  terror-striking  news 


1  See  this  faith  put  forward  in  the  speech  of  Xerxes  —  Herodot.  vii.  48  * 
compare  the  speech  of  Achsemenes,  vii.  236. 

2  Arrian,  ii.  10,  2  Kal  ravrij  cjf  d^Aoc  kyevero  (Darius)  roiq  aju(J>'  ’A/le£* 

avdpov  rij  yvu/iy  6e6ovXup,evo<;  (a  remarkable  expression  borrowed  from 

Thucydides,  iv.  34).  Compare  Arrian,  ii.  6,  7. 

s  Immediately  before  the  battle  of  Kunaxa,  Cyrus  the  younger  was  asked 

by  some  of  the  Grecian  officers,  whether  he  thought  that  his  brother  Arta- 
xerxes  (who  had  as  yet  made  no  resistance)  would  fight  —  “  To  be  sure  he 
will  (was  the  reply)  if  he  is  the  son  of  Darius  and  Parysatis,  and  my  brother 

I  shall  not  obtain  the  crown  without  fighting !  ”  Personal  cowardice,  in  a 
king  of  Persia  at  the  head  of  his  army,  seemed  inconceivable  (Xenoph. 

Anab.  i.  7,  9)  *  Arrian,  ii.  5,  8. 
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of  the  battle  of  Issus.  Apprehending  a  revolt  m  the  island  of 
Chios,  as  the  result  of  this  news,  Pharnabazus  immediately  sailed 
thither  with  a  large  detachment.  Agis,  obtaining  nothing  more 
than  a  subsidy  of  thirty  talents  and  a  squadron  of  ten  triremes, 
was  obliged  to  renounce  his  projects  in  Peloponnesus,  ftnd  to  con¬ 
tent  himself  with  directing  some  operations  in  Krete,  to  be  con¬ 
ducted  by  his  brother  Agesilaus  ;  while  he  himself  remained 
among  the  islands,  and  ultimately  accompanied  the  Persian  Au- 
tophradates  to  Halikarnassus.1  It  appears,  however,  that  he 
afterwards  went  to  conduct  the  operations  in  Krete,  and  that  he 
had  considerable  success  in  that  island,  bringing  several  Kretan 
towns  to  join  the  Persians.2  On  the  whole,  however,  the  victory 
of  Issus  overawed  all  free  spirit  throughout  Greece,  and  formed 
a  guarantee  to  Alexander  for  at  least  a  temporary  quiescence. 
The  philo-Macedonian  synod,  assembled  at  Corinth  during  the 
Isthmian  festival,  manifested  their  joy  by  sending  to  him  an  em¬ 
bassy  of  congratulation  and  a  wreath  of  gold.3 

With  little  delay  after  his  victory,  Alexander  marched  through 
Kcele-Syria  to  the  Phenician  coast,  detaching  Parmenio  in  his 
way  to  attack  Damascus,  whither  Darius,  before  the  battle,  had 
sent  most  part  of  his  treasure  with  many  confidential  officers, 
Persian  women  of  rank,  and  envoys.  Though  the  place  might 
have  held  out  a  considerable  siege,  it  was  surrendered  without 
resistance  by  the  treason  or  cowardice  of  the  governor;  who 
made  a  feint  of  trying  to  convey  away  the  treasure,  but  took  care 
that  it  should  fall  into  the  hands  of  the  enemy.4 5  There  was  cap¬ 
tured  a  large  treasure  —  with  a  prodigious  number  and  variety 
of  attendants  and  ministers  of  luxury,  belonging  to  the  court  and 
the  grandees.6  Moreover  the  prisoners  made  were  so  numerous, 


1  Arrian,  ii.  13,  4-8.  3  Diodor.  xvii.  48. 

3  Diodor.  xvii.  48;  Curtius,  iv.  5,  11.  Curtius  seems  to  mention  this  vote 
later,  hut  it  must  evidently  have  been  passed  at  the  first  Isthmain  festival 

after  the  battle  of  Issus. 

4  Arrian,  ii.  11,  13;  Curtius,  iii.  13.  The  words  of  Arrian  (ii.  15,  1)  — 
dniau  KOfiiaavra  tq  Aafiaanov  —  confirm  the  statement  of  Curtius,  that  this 
treasure  was  captured  by  Parmenio,  not  in  the  town,  but  in  the  hands  of 
fugitives  who  were  conveying  it  away  from  the  town. 

5  A  fragment  of  the  letter  from  Parmenio  to  Alexander  is  preserved,  giv 

mg  a  detailed  list  of  the  articles  of  booty  (Athenaeus,  xiii.  p.  607). 
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that  most  of  the  great  Persian  families  had  to  deplore  the  loss  ot 
some  relative,  male  or  female.  There  were  among  them  the 
widow  and  daughters  of  king  Ochus,  the  predecessor  of  Darius 
—  the  daughter  of  Darius’s  brother  Oxathres  —  the  wives  of 
Artabazus,  and  of  Pharnabazus  —  the  three  daughters  of  Men 
tor,  and  Barsine,  widow  of  the  deceased  Memnon  with  her  child, 
gent  up  by  Memnon  to  serve  as  an  hostage  for  his  fidelity.  There 
were  also  several  eminent  Grecian  exiles,  Theban,  Lacedemon¬ 
ian  and  Athenian,  who  had  fled  to  Darius,  and  whom  he  had 
thought  fit  to  send  to  Damascus,  instead  of  allowing  them  to  use 
their  pikes  with  the  army  at  Issus.  The  Theban  and  Athenian 
exiles  were  at  once  released  by  Alexander ;  the  Lacedemonians 
were  for  the  time  put  under  arrest,  but  not  detained  long. 
Among  the  Athenian  exiles  was  a  person  of  noble  name  and 
parentage  —  Iphikrates,  son  of  the  great  Athenian  officer  of  that 
name.1  The  captive  Iphikrates  not  only  received  his  liberty, 
but  was  induced  by  courteous  and  honorable  treatment  to  remain 
with  Alexander.  He  died  however  shortly  afterwards  from  sick¬ 
ness,  and  his  ashes  were  then  collected,  by  order  of  Alexander, 
to  be  sent  to  his  family  at  Athens. 

I  have  already  stated  in  a  former  volume2  that  the  elder  Iphi¬ 
krates  had  been  adopted  by  Alexander’s  grandfather  into  the 
regal  family  of  Macedonia,  as  the  savior  of  their  throne :  prob¬ 
ably  this  was  the  circumstance  which  determined  the  superior 
favor  shown  to  the  son,  rather  than  any  sentiment  either  towards 
Athens  or  towards  the  military  genius  of  the  father.  The  differ¬ 
ence  of  position,  between  Iphikrates  the  father  and  Iphikrates 
the  son,  is  one  among  the  painful  evidences  of  the  downward 
march  of  Hellenism ;  the  father,  a  distinguished  officer  moving 
amidst  a  circle  of  freemen,  sustaining  by  arms  the  security  and 
dignity  of  his  own  fellow-citizens,  and  even  interfering  for  the 
rescue  of  the  Macedonian  regal  family ;  the  son,  condemned  to 


1  Arrian,  ii.  15,  5  j  Curtius,  iii.  13,  13  16.  There  is  some  discrepancy 
between  the  two  (compare  Arrian,  iii.  24,  7)  as  to  the  names  of  the  Lace* * 
damonian  envoys. 

*  See  above,  in  the  History,  Vol.  X.  Ch.  Ixxvii.  p.  108 ;  Vol.  X.  Ch. 
lxxix.  p.  251 ;  and  ASschines,  Fals.  Leg  p.  263.  c.  13 

Alexander  himself  had  consented  to  be  adopted  by  Ada  princess  of  Karia 
is  her  son  (Arrian,  i.  23,  12). 
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witness  the  degradation  of  his  native  city  by  Macedonian  arms, 
and  deprived  of  all  other  means  of  reviving  or  rescuing  her,  ex¬ 
cept  such  as  could  be  found  in  the  service  of  an  Oriental  prince, 
whose  stupidity  and  cowardice  threw  away  at  once  his  own  se¬ 
curity  and  the  freedom  of  Greece. 

Master  of  Damascus  and  of  Kcele-Syria,  Alexander  advanced 
onward  to  Phenicia.  The  first  Phenician  town  which  he  ap¬ 
proached  was  Marathus,  on  the  mainland  opposite  the  islet  of 
Aradus,  forming,  along  with  that  islet  and  some  other  neighbor¬ 
ing  towns,  the  domain  of  the  Aradian  prince  Gerostratus.  That 
prince  was  himself  now  serving  with  his  naval  contingent  among 
the  Persian  fleet  in  the  Aegean ;  but  his  son  Strato,  acting  as 
viceroy  at  home,  despatched  to  Alexander  his  homage  with  a 
golden  wreath,  and  made  over  to  him  at  once  Aradus  with  the 
neighboring  towns  included  in  its  domain.  The  example  of 
Strato  was  followed,  first  by  the  inhabitants  of  Byblus,  the  next 
Phenician  city  in  a  southerly  direction ;  next,  by  the  great  city 
of  Sidon,  the  queen  and  parent  of  all  Phenician  prosperity.  The 
Sidonians  even  sent  envoys  to  meet  him  and  invite  his  approach.' 
Their  sentiments  were  unfavorable  to  the  Persians,  from  remem¬ 
brance  of  the  bloody  and  perfidious  proceedings  which  (about 
eighteen  years  before)  had  marked  the  recapture  of  their  city  b^ 
the  armies  of  Ochus.2  Nevertheless,  the  naval  contingents  both 
of  Byblus  and  of  Sidon  (as  well  as  that  of  Aradus,)  were  at  thif 
moment  sailing  in  the  iEgean  with  the  Persian  admiral  Auto- 
phradates,  and  formed  a  large  proportion  of  his  entire  fleet.* * 

While  Alexander  was  still  at  Marathus,  however,  previous  to 
his  onward  march,  he  received  both  envoys  and  a  letter  from 
Darius,  asking  for  the  restitution  of  his  mother,  wife,  and  chil¬ 
dren  —  and  tendering  friendship  and  alliance,  as  from  one  king 
to  another.  Darius  farther  attempted  to  show,  that  the  Mace¬ 
donian  Philip  had  begun  the  wrong  against  Persia,  —  that  Alex¬ 
ander  had  continued  it  —  and  that  he  himself  (Darius)  had  acted 
merely  in  self-defence.  In  reply,  Alexander  wrote  a  letter, 
wherein  he  set  forth  his  own  case  against  Darius,  proclaiming 
himself  the  appointed  leader  of  the  Greeks,  to  avenge  the  an 


1  Arrian,  ii.  14,  11  ,  ii.  15,  8. 

•  Arrian,  ii.  15,  8 ;  ii.  20,  1.  Curtins,  iv»  I.  6-16. 


*  Diodor.  xvi.  45 
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dent  invasion  of  Greece  by  Xerxes.  He  then  alleged  various 
complaints  against  Darius,  whom  lie  accused  of  having  instigated 
the  assassination  of  Philip  as  well  as  the  hostilities  of  the  anti- 
Macedonian  cities  in  Greece.  “Now  (continued  he),  by  the 
grace  of  the  gods,  I  have  been  victorious,  first  over  your  satraps, 
next  over  yourself.  I  have  taken  care  of  all  who  submit  to  me, 
and  mad 3  them  satisfied  with  their  lot.  Come  yourself  to  me 
also,  as  to  the  master  of  all  Asia.  Come  without  fear  of  suffer¬ 
ing  harm ;  ask  me,  and  you  shall  receive  back  your  mother  and 
wife,  and  anything  else  which  you  please.  When  next  you 
write  to  me,  however,  address  me  not  as  an  equal,  but  as  lord  of 
Asia  and  of  all  that  belongs  to  you  ;  otherwise  I  shall  deal  with 
you  as  a  wrong-doer.  If  you  intend  to  contest  the  kingdom  with 
me,  stand  and  fight  for  it,  and  do  not  run  away.  I  shall  march 
forward  against  you,  wherever  you  may  be.”1 

This  memorable  correspondence,  which  led  to  no  result,  is  of 
importance  only  as  it  marks  the  character  of  Alexander,  with 
whom  fighting  and  conquering  were  both  the  business  and  the 
luxury  of  life,  and  to  whom  all  assumption  of  equality  and  inde¬ 
pendence  with  himself,  even  on  the  part  of  other  kings  —  every 
thing  short  of  submission  and  obedience  —  appeared  in  the  light 
of  wrong  and  insult  to  be  avenged.  The  recital  of  comparative 
injuries,  on  each  side,  was  mere  unmeaning  pretence.  The  real 
and  only  question  was  (as  Alexander  himself  had  put  it  in  his 
message  to  the  captive  Sisygambis2)  which  of  the  two  should  be 
master  of  Asia. 

The  decision  of  this  question,  already  sufficiently  advanced  on 
the  morrow  after  the  battle  of  Issus,  was  placed  almost  beyond 
doubt  by  the  rapid  and  unopposed  successes  of  Alexander  among 
most  of  the  Phenician  cities.  The  last  hopes  of  Persia  now 
turned  chiefly  upon  the  sentiments  of  these  Phenicians.  The 
greater  part  of  the  Persian  fleet  in  the  AEgean  was  composed  of 
Phenician  triremes,  partly  from  the  coast  of  Syria,  partly  from 


1  Arrian,  ii.  14  ,  Curtius,  iv.  i.  10 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  39.  I  give  the  substance  of 

this  correspondence  from  Arrian.  Both  Curtius  and  Diodorus  represent 
Darius  as  offering  great  sums  of  money  and  large  cessions  of  territory,  in 
exchange  for  the  restitution  of  the  captives.  Arrian  says  nothing  of  the 
kind.  *  Arrian,  ii.  12,  9. 
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the  islai  .d  of  Cyprus.  If  the  Phenician  towns  made  submission 
to  Alexander,  it  was  certain  that  their  ships  and  seamen  would 
either  return  home  spontaneously  or  be  recalled ;  thus  depriving 
.he  Persian  quiver  of  its  best  remaining  arrow.  But  if  the  Phe¬ 
nician  towns  held  out  resolutely  against  him,  one  and  all,  so  as 
to  put  him  under  the  necessity  of  besieging  them  in  succession 
—  each  lending  aid  to  the  rest  by  sea,  with  superiority  of  naval 
force,  and  more  than  one  of  them  being  situated  upon  islets  — 
the  obstacles  to  be  overcome  would  have  been  so  multiplied,  that 
even  Alexander’s  energy  and  ability  might  hardly  have  proved 
sufficient  for  them :  at  any  rate,  he  would  have  had  hard  work 
before  him  for  perhaps  two  years,  opening  the  door  to  many  new 
accidents  and  efforts.  It  was  therefore  a  signal  good  fortune  to 
Alexander  when  the  prince  of  the  islet  of  Aradus  spontaneously 
surrendered  to  him  that  difficult  city,  and  when  the  example  was 
followed  by  the  still  greater  city  of  Sidon.  The  Phenicians, 
taking  them  generally,  had  no  positive  tie  to  the  Persians ;  nei¬ 
ther  had  they  much  confederate  attachment  one  towards  the 
other,  although  as  separate  communities  they  were  brave  and 
enterprising.  Among  the  Sidonians,  there  was  even  a  prevalent 
feeling  of  aversion  to  the  Persians,  from  the  cause  above  men¬ 
tioned.  Hence  the  prince  of  Aradus,  upon  whom  Alexander’s 
march  first  came,  had  little  certainty  of  aid  from  his  neighbors, 
if  he  resolved  to  hold  out ;  and  still  less  disposition  to  hold  out 
single-handed,  after  the  battle  of  Issus  had  proclaimed  the  irre¬ 
sistible  force  of  Alexander  not  less  than  the  impotence  of  Persia. 
One  after  another,  all  these  important  Phenician  seaports,  except 
Tyre,  fell  into  the  hands  of  Alexander  without  striking  a  blow. 
At  Sidon,  the  reigning  prince  Strato,  reputed  as  philo-Persian, 
was  deposed,  and  a  person  named  Abdalonymus  —  of  the  reign¬ 
ing  family,  yet  poor  in  circumstances  —  was  appointed  in  his 
room.1 

With  his  usual  rapidity,  Alexander  marched  onward  towards 
Tyre ;  the  most  powerful  among  the  Phenician  cities,  though 
apparently  less  ancient  than  Sidon.  Even  on  the  march,  he  was 


1  Curtius,  iv.  1,  20-25  ;  Justin,  xi.  10.  Diodorus  (xvii.  47)  tells  the  story 
as  if  it  had  occurred  at  Tyre,  and  not  at  Sidon ;  which  is  highly  improb* 
able 
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met  by  a  deputation  from  Tyre,  composed  of  the  most  eminent 
men  in  the  city,  and  headed  by  the  son  of  the  Tyri  p.  prince 
Azemilchus,  who  was  himself  absent  commanding  the  Tyrian 
contingent  in  the  Persian  fleet.  These  men  brought  large  pres¬ 
ents  and  supplies  for  the  Macedonian  army,  together  with  a 
golden  wreath  of  honor ;  announcing  formally  that  the  Tyrians 
were  prepared  to  do  whatever  Alexander  commanded.1  In  re¬ 
ply,  he  commended  the  dispositions  of  the  city,  accepted  the  pres¬ 
ents,  and  desired  the  deputation  to  communicate  at  home,  that  he 
wished  to  enter  Tyre  and  offer  sacrifice  to  Herakles.  The  Phe- 
nician  god  Melkart  was  supposed  identical  with  the  Grecian 
Herakles,  and  was  thus  ancestor  of  the  Macedonian  kings.  His 
temple  at  Tyre  was  of  the  most  venerable  antiquity ;  moreover 
the  injunction,  to  sacrifice  there,  is  said  to  have  been  conveyed 
to  Alexander  in  an  oracle.2 3  The  Tyrians  at  home,  after  delib¬ 
erating  on  this  message,  sent  out  an  answer  declining  to  comply, 
and  intimating  that  they  would  not  admit  within  their  walls 
either  Macedonians  or  Persians ;  but  that  as  to  all  other  points, 
they  would  obey  Alexander’s  orders.8  They  added  that  his  wish 
to  sacrifice  to  Herakles  might  be  accomplished  without  entering 
their  city,  since  there  was  in  Palaetyrus  (on  the  mainland  over 
against  the  islet  of  Tyre,  separated  from  it  only  by  the  narrow 
strait)  a  temple  of  that  god  yet  more  ancient  and  venerable  than 
their  own.4 *  Incensed  at  this  qualified  adhesion,  in  which  he  took 
note  only  of  the  point  refused, ; —  Alexander  dismissed  the  envoys 
with  angry  menaces,  and  immediately  resolved  on  taking  Tyre 
by  force.6 * 


1  Arrian,  ii.  15,  9.  d) f  iyvuKOTuu  T vpiuv  irpacr<TEiv,  o,ti  av  inayyeXr/  A/lf£- 
•avdpof.  Compare  Curtius,  iv.  2,  3. 

*  Curti us  (ut  supra)  adds  these  motives :  Arrian  asserts  nothing  beyond 
the  simple  request.  The  statement  of  Curtius  represents  what  is  likely  to 
have  been  the  real  fact  and  real  feeling  of  Alexander. 

It  is  certainly  true  that  Curtius  overloads  his  narrative  with  rhetor¬ 
ical  and  dramatic  amplification  ;  but  it  is  not  less  true  that  Arrian  falls  into 
the  opposite  extreme  —  squeezing  out  his  narrative  until  little  is  left  beyond 
the  dry  skeleton. 

3  Arrian,  ii.  16,  11. 

4  Curtius,  iv.  2,  4;  Justin,  xi.  10  This  item,  both  prudent  and  pro* 

bable,  in  the  reply  of  the  Tyrians,  is  not  noticed  by  Arrian. 

6  Arrian,  ii.  16,  11.  roi) c  pev  npeofin^  irpdf  opyr/v  oniotj  cnr^rcptpev^ 

VOL.  XII.  12 
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Those  who  (like  Diodorus)  treat  such  refusal  on  the  part  of  th« 
Tyrians  as  foolish  wilfulness,1  have  not  fully  considered  how  much 
the  demand  included.  When  Alexander  made  a  solemn  sacrifice 
to  Artemis  at  Ephesus,  he  marched  to  her  temple  with  his  whole 
force  armed  and  in  battle  array.*2  We  cannot  doubt  that  his  sacri¬ 
fice  at  Tyre  to  Herakles  —  his  ancestral  Hero,  whose  especial 
attribute  was  force  —  would  have  been  celebrated  with  an  array 
equally  formidable,  as  in  fact  it  was,  after  the  town  had  been 
taken.8  The  Tyrians  were  thus  required  to  admit  within  their 
walls  an  irresistible  military  force ;  which  might  indeed  be  with¬ 
drawn  after  the  sacrifice  was  completed,  but  which  might  also 
remain,  either  wholly  or  in  part,  as  permanent  garrison  of  an 
almost  impregnable  position.  They  had  not  endured  such  treat¬ 
ment  from  Persia,  nor  were  they  disposed  to  endure  it  from  a 
new  master.  It  was  in  fact  hazarding  their  all  ;  submitting  at 
once  to  a  fate  which  might  be  as  bad  as  could  befall  them  after  a 
successful  siege.  On  the  other  hand,  when  we  reflect  that  the 
Tyrians  promised  everything  short  of  submission  to  military  oc¬ 
cupation,  we  see  that  Alexander,  had  he  been  so  inclined,  could 
have  obtained  from  them  all  that  was  really  essential  to  his  pur¬ 
pose,  without  the  necessity  of  besieging  the  towrn.  The  great 
value  of  Phenician  cities  consisted  in  their  fleet,  which  now  acted 
with  the  Persians,  and  gave  to  them  the  command  of  the  sea.4 * 
Had  Alexander  required  that  this  fleet  should  be  withdrawn  from 
the  Persians  and  placed  in  his  service,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  he  would  have  obtained  it  readily.  The  Tyrians  had  no 
motive  to  devote  themselves  for  Persia,  nor  did  they  probably  (as 
Arrian  supposes)  attempt  to  trim  between  the  two  belligerents, 
as  if  the  contest  were  still  undecided.6 *  Yet  rather  than  hand 


etc.  Curtius,  iv  2,5  “Non  tenuit  iram,  cujus  alioqui  potens  non  erat” 
etc. 

*  Diodorus,  xvii.  40  O i  d'e  T vpioi,  fiovXofievov  tov  fiaoikeuc  r<p  'Hpatc- 
Aft  Tip  TvpUf)  Ovoai,  nponertoTtpov  ditKto?Lvoav  avrov  tt/ f  ftf  tt)v  no?uv 
elcrodov 

1  Arrian,  i.  18,  4.  3  Arrian,  ii.  24,  10. 

4  This  is  the  view  expressed  by  Alexander  himself,  in  his  address  to  the 

army,  inviting  them  to  undertake  the  siege  of  Tyre  (Arrian,  ii.  17,  3-8). 

6  Arrian,  ii.  16,  12.  Curtuis  says  (iv.  2,  2),  “  Tyros  facilius  societatem 

Alexandn  acceptura  videbatur,  quam  imperium /’  This  is  representing  the 
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over  their  city  to  the  chances  of  a  Macedonian  soldiery,  they  re¬ 
solved  to  brave  the  hazards  of  a  siege.  The  pride  of  Alexander, 
impatient  of  opposition  even  to  his  most  extreme  demands, 
prompted  him  to  take  a  step  politically  unprofitable,  in  order  to 
make  display  of  his  power,  by  degrading  and  crushing,  with  or 
without  a  siege,  one  of  the  most  ancient,  spirited,  wealthy  and  in¬ 
telligent  communities  of  the  ancient  world. 

Tyre  was  situated  on  an  islet  nearly  half  a  mile  from  the  main¬ 
land  ;*  1  the  channel  between  the  two  being  shallow  towards  the 
land,  but  reaching  a  depth  of  eighteen  feet  in  the  part  adjoining 
the  city.  The  islet  was  completely  surrounded  by  prodigious 
walls,  the  loftiest  portion  of  which,  on  the  side  fronting  the  main¬ 
land,  reached  a  height  not  less  than  150  feet,  with  corresponding 
solidity  and  base.2  Besides  these  external  fortifications,  there 
was  a  brave  and  numerous  population  within,  aided  by  a  good 
stock  of  arms,  machines,  ships,  provisions,  and  other  things  essen¬ 
tial  to  defence. 

It  was  not  without  reason,  therefore,  that  the  Tyrians,  when 
driven  to  their  last  resource,  entertained  hopes  of  holding  out 
even  against  the  formidable  arm  of  Alexander ;  and  against 
Alexander  as  he  then  stood,  they  might  have  held  out  success¬ 
fully  ;  for  he  had  as  yet  no  fleet,  and  they  could  defy  any  attack 
made  simply  from  land.  The  question  turned  upon  the  Pheni- 
cian  and  Cyprian  ships,  which  were  for  the  most  part  (the  Tyr¬ 
ian  among  them)  in  the  AEgean  under  the  Persian  admiral. 
Alexander  —  master  as  he  was  of  Aradus,  Byblus,  Sidon,  and  all 
the  Phenician  cities  except  Tyre  —  calculated  that  the  seamen 
belonging  to  these  cities  would  follow  their  countrymen  at  home 
and  bring  away  their  ships  to  join  him.  He  hoped  also,  as  the 
victorious  potentate,  to  draw  to  himself  the  willing  adhesion 


pretensions  of  the  Tyrians  as  greater  than  the  fact  warrants.  They  did  not 
refuse  the  imperium  of  Alexander,  though  they  declined  compliance  with 
one  extreme  demand. 

Ptolemy  I.  (son  of  Lagus)  afterwards  made  himself  master  of  Jerusalem, 
bv  entering  the  town  on  the  Sabbath,  under  pretence  of  offering  sacrifice 
(Josephus,  Antiq.  Jud.  xii.  1). 

1  Curtius,  iv.  2,  7,  8.  The  site  of  Tyre  at  the  present  day  presents 
nothing  in  the  least  conformable  to  the  description  of  Alexander’s  time. 

2  Arrian,  ii.  18,  3  ,  ii.  21,  4  ;  ii.  22,  8. 
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of  the  Cyprian  cities.  This  could  hardly  have  failed  to  happen 
if  he  had  treated  the  Tyrians  with  decent  consideration ;  but  it 
was  no  longer  certain,  now  that  he  had  made  them  his  enemies. 

What  passed  among  the  Persian  fleet  under  Autophradates  in 
the  iEgean,  when  they  were  informed,  first  that  Alexander  was 
master  of  the  other  Phenician  cities  ;  next,  that  he  was  com¬ 
mencing  the  siege  of  Tyre  —  we  know  very  imperfectly.  The 
Tyrian  prince  Azemilchus  brought  home  his  ships  for  the  de¬ 
fence  of  his  own  city  ; 1  the  Sidonian  and  Aradian  ships  also  went 
home,  no  longer  serving  against  a  power  to  whom  their  own  cit¬ 
ies  had  submitted  ;  but  the  Cyprians  hesitated  longer  before  they 
declared  themselves.  If  Darius,  or  even  Autophradates  with¬ 
out  Darius,  instead  of  abandoning  Tyre  altogether  (as  they  actu¬ 
ally  did),  had  energetically  aided  the  resistance  which  it  offered 
to  Alexander,  as  the  interests  of  Persia  dictated  —  the  Cypriot 
ships  might  not  improbably  have  been  retained  on  that  side  in 
the  struggle.  Lastly,  the  Tyrians  might  indulge  a  hope,  that 
their  Phenician  brethren,  if  ready  to  serve  Alexander  against 
Persia,  would  be  nowise  hearty  as  his  instruments  for  crushing  a 
kindred  city.  These  contingencies,  though  ultimately  they  all 
turned  out  in  favor  of  Alexander,  were  in  the  beginning  suffi¬ 
ciently  promising  to  justify  the  intrepid  resolution  of  the  Tyrians ; 
who  were  farther  encouraged  by  promises  of  aid  from  the  power 
ful  fleets  of  their  colony  Carthage.  To  that  city,  whose  deputies 
were  then  within  their  walls  for  some  religious  solemnities,  they 
sent  many  of  their  wives  and  children.2 

Alexander  began  the  siege  of  Tyre  without  any  fleet ;  the  Si- 
donian  and  Aradian  ships  not  having  yet  come.  It  was  his  first 


1  Azemilchus  was  with  Autophradates  when  Alexander  declared  hostility 
against  Tyre  (Arrian,  ii.  15,10);  he  was  in  Tyre  when  it  was  captured 
(Arrian,  ii.  24,  8). 

9  Curtius,  iv.  2,  10 ;  Arrian,  ii.  24,8;  Diodor.  xvii.  40,  41.  Curtius  (tv, 
2,15)  says  that  Alexander  sent  envoys  to  the  Tyrians  to  invite  them  to 
peace;  that  the  Tyrians  not  only  refused  the  propositions,  but  put  the  dep¬ 
uties  to  death,  contrary  to  the  law  of  nations.  Arrian  mentions  nothing 
about  this  sending  of  deputies,  which  he  would  hardly  have  omitted  to  do 
had  he  found  it  stated  in  his  authorities,  since  it  tends  to  justify  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  Alexander.  Moreover  it  is  not  conformable  to  Alexander1* 
temperament,  after  what  had  passed  between  him  and  the  Tyrians 
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task  to  construct  a  solid  inoie  two  hundred  feet  broad,  reaching 
across  the  half  mile  channel  between  the  mainland  and  the  islet. 
He  pressed  into  his  service  laboring  hands  by  thousands  from  the 
neighborhood  ;  he  had  stones  in  abundance  from  Palsetyrus,  anc. 
wood  from  the  forests  in  Lebanon.  But  the  work,  though  prose¬ 
cuted  with  ardor  and  perseverance,  under  pressing  instigations 
from  Alexander,  was  tedious  and  toilsome,  even  near  the  main¬ 
land,  where  the  Tyrians  could  do  little  to  impede  it ;  and  became 
far  more  tedious  as  it  advanced  into  the  sea,  so  as  to  be  exposed 
to  their  obstruction,  as  well  as  to  damage  from  winds  and  waves. 
The  Tyrian  triremes  and  small  boats  perpetually  annoyed  the 
workmen,  and  destroyed  parts  of  the  work,  in  spite  of  all  the  pro¬ 
tection  devised  by  the  Macedonians,  who  planted  two  towers  in 
front  of  their  advancing  mole,  and  discharged  projectiles  from  en¬ 
gines  provided  for  the  purpose.  At  length,  by  unremitting  ef¬ 
forts,  the  mole  was  pushed  forward  until  it  came  nearly  across 
the  channel  to  the  city  wall ;  when  suddenly,  on  a  day  of  strong 
wind,  the  Tyrians  sent  forth  a  fireship  loaded  with  combustibles, 
which  they  drove  against  the  front  of  the  mole  and  set  fire  to  the 
two  towers.  At  the  same  time,  the  full  naval  force  of  the  city, 
ships  and  little  boats,  was  sent  forth  to  land  men  at  once  on  all 
parts  of  the  mole.  So  successful  was  this  attack,  that  all  the 
Macedonian  engines  were  burnt,  —  the  outer  wood-work  which 
kept  the  mole  together  was  torn  up  in  many  places,  —  and  a  large 
part  of  the  structure  came  to  pieces.1 

Alexander  had  thus  not  only  to  construct  fresh  engines,  but 
also  to  begin  the  mole  nearly  anew.  He  resolved  to  give  it 
greater  breadth  and  strength,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  more 
towers  abreast  in  front,  and  for  better  defence  against  lateral  at¬ 
tacks.  But  it  had  now  become  plain  to  him,  that  while  the  Tyr¬ 
ians  were  masters  of  the  sea,  no  efforts  by  land  alone  would  enable 
him  to  take  the  town.  Leaving  Perdikkas  and  Kraterus  to  recon¬ 
struct  the  mole  and  build  new  engines,  he  himself  repaired  to 
don,  for  the  purpose  of  assembling  as  large  a  fleet  as  he  could. 
He  got  together  triremes  from  various  quarters  —  two  from 
Rhodes,  ten  from  the  seaports  in  Lykia,  three  from  Soli  and  Mai* 
his.  But  his  principal  force  was  obtained  by  putting  in  requisi- 


1  Arrian,  ii.  18,  19  Diodor.  xvii.  42;  Curtius,  iv.  3,  6.  7 
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tion  the  ships  of  the  Phenician  towns,  Sidon,  Byblus,  and  Ara* 
dus,  now  subject  to  him.  These  ships,  eighty  in  number,  had 
left  the  Persian  admiral  and  come  to  Sidon,  there  awaiting  his 
orders ;  while  not  long  afterwards,  the  princes  of  Cyprus  came 
thither  also,  tendering  to  him  their  powerful  fleet  of  120  ships  of 
war.1  He  was  now  master  of  a  fleet  of  200  sail,  comprising  the 
most  part  and  the  best  part,  of  the  Persian  navy.  This  was  the 
consummation  of  Macedonian  triumph  —  the  last  real  and  effec¬ 
tive  weapon  wrested  from  the  grasp  of  Persia.  The  prognostic 
afforded  by  the  eagle  near  the  ships  at  Miletus,  as  interpreted  by 
Alexander,  had  now  been  fulfilled ;  since  by  successful  operations 
on  land,  he  had  conquered  and  brought  into  his  power  a  superior 
Persian  fleet.2 

Having  directed  these  ships  to  complete  their  equipments  and 
training,  with  Macedonians  as  soldiers  on  board,  Alexander  put 
himself  at  the  head  of  some  light  troops  for  an  expedition  of 
eleven  days  against  the  Arabian  mountaineers  on  Libanus,  whom 
he  dispersed  or  put  down,  though  not  without  some  personal  ex¬ 
posure  and  hazard.3  On  returning  to  Sidon,  he  found  Kleander 
arrived  with  a  reinforcement  of  4000  Grecian  hoplites,  welcome 
auxiliaries  for  prosecuting  the  siege.  Then,  going  aboard  his 
fleet  in  the  harbor  of  Sidon,  he  sailed  with  it  in  good  battle  order 
to  Tyre,  hoping  that  the  Tyrians  would  come  out  and  fight.  But 
they  kept  within,  struck  with  surprise  and  consternation ;  having 
not  before  known  that  their  fellow-Phenicians  were  now  among 
the  besiegers.  Alexander,  having  ascertained  that  the  Tyrians 
would  not  accept  a  sea-fight,  immediately  caused  their  two  har¬ 
bors  to  be  blocked  up  and  watched  ;  that  on  the  north,  towards 
Sidon,  by  the  Cyprians  —  that  on  the  south,  towards  Egypt,  by 
the  Phenicians.4 


1  Arrian,  ii.  20,  1-4  ,  Curtius,  iv.  2,  14.  It  evinces  how  strongly  Arriau 
looks  at  everything  from  Alexander’s  point  of  view,  when  we  find  him  tell¬ 
ing  us,  that  that  monarch  forgave  the  Phenicians  and  Cyprians  for  their 
adherence  and  past  service  in  the  Persian  fleet,  considering  that  they  had 
acted  under  compulsion. 

*  Arrian,  i.  18,  15.  In  the  siege  of  Tyre  (four  centuries  earlier)  by  the 
Assyrian  monarch  Salmaneser,  Sidon  and  other  Phenician  towns  had  lent 
their  ships  to  the  besieger  (Menander  apud  Joseph.  Antiq  Jud.  ix.  14,  2) 

a  Arrian,  ii.  20,  5  ,  Plutarch,  Alexander,  24. 

4  Arrian,  ii.  20.  9-16  Curtius.  iv.  3.  11 
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From  this  time  forward,  the  doom  of  Tyre  was  certain.  The 
Tyrians  could  no  longer  offer  obstruction  to  the  mole,  which  was 
completed  across  the  channel  and  brought  up  to  the  town.  En¬ 
gines  were  planted  upon  it  to  batter  the  walls :  movable  towers 
were  rolled  up  to  take  them  by  assault ;  attack  was  also  made 
from  seaward.  Yet  though  reduced  altogether  to  the  defensive, 
the  Tyrians  still  displayed  obstinate  bravery,  and  exhausted  all 
the  resources  of  ingenuity  in  repelling  the  besiegers.  So  gigan¬ 
tic  was  the  strength  of  the  wall  fronting  the  mole,  and  even  that 
of  the  northern  side  fronting  Sidon,  that  none  of  Alexander’s 
engines  could  make  any  breach  in  it ;  but  on  the  south  side  to¬ 
wards  Egypt  he  was  more  successful.  A  large  breach  having 
been  made  in  this  south-wall,  he  assaulted  it  with  two  ships  man¬ 
ned  by  the  hypaspists  and  the  soldiers  of  his  phalanx :  he  him¬ 
self  commanded  in  one  and  Admetus  in  the  other.  At  the  same 
time  he  caused  the  town  to  be  menaced  all  round,  at  every  ap¬ 
proachable  point,  for  the  purpose  of  distracting  the  attention  of 
the  defenders.  Himself  and  his  two  ships  having  been  rowed 
close  up  to  the  breach  in  the  south  wall,  boarding  bridges  were 
thrown  out  from  each  deck,  upon  which  he  and  Admetus  rushed 
forward  with  their  respective  storming-parties.  Admetus  got 
upon  the  wall,  but  was  there  slain ;  Alexander  also  was  among 
the  first  to  mount,  and  the  two  parties  got  such  a  footing  on  the 
wall  as  to  overpower  all  resistance.  At  the  same  time,  his  ships 
also  forced  their  way  into  the  two  harbors,  so  that  Tyre  came  on 
all  sides  into  his  power.1 

Though  the  walls  were  now  lost,  and  resistance  had  become 
desperate,  the  gallant  defenders  did  not  lose  their  courage. 
They  barricaded  the  streets,  and  concentrated  their  strength  es¬ 
pecially  at  a  defensible  post  called  the  Agenorion,  or  chapel  of 
Agenor.  Here  the  battle  again  raged  furiously  until  they  were 
overpowered  by  the  Macedonians,  incensed  with  the  long  toils 
of  the  previous  siege,  as  well  as  by  the  slaughter  of  some  of  their 
prisoners,  whom  the  Tyrians  had  killed  publicly  on  the  battle¬ 
ments.  All  who  took  shelter  in  the  temple  of  Herakles  were 
spared  by  Alexander  from  respect  to  the  sanctuary :  among  the 
number  were  the  prince  Azemilchus,  a  few  leading  Tyrians,  the 


1  Arrian,  ii.  23,  24:  Curtius,  iv.  4,  11  ;  Diodor,  -cvii  46. 


j40 


HISTORY  OF  GREECE. 


Carthaginian  envoys,  and  some  children  of  both  sexes.  The  Si« 
donians  also,  displaying  a  tardy  sentiment  of  kindred,  and  mak¬ 
ing  partial  amends  for  the  share  which  they  had  taken  in  the 
capture,  preserved  some  lives  from  the  sword  of  the  conqueror.1 
But  the  greater  number  of  the  adult  freemen  perished  with  arms 
in  their  hands ;  while  2000  of  them  who  survived,  either  from 
disabling  wounds,  or  from  the  fatigue  of  the  slaughterers,  were 
hanged  on  the  sea-shore  by  order  of  Alexander.2  The  females, 
the  children,  and  the  slaves,  were  sold  to  the  slave-merchant. 
The  number  sold  is  said  to  have  been  about  30,000 :  a  total 
rather  small,  as  we  must  assume  slaves  to  be  included ;  but  we 
are  told  that  many  had  been  previously  sent  away  to  Carthage.3 

Thus  master  of  Tyre,  Alexander  marched  into  the  city  and 
consummated  his  much-desired  sacrifice  to  Herakles.  His  whole 
force,  land  and  naval,  fully  armed  and  arrayed,  took  part  in  the 
procession.  A  more  costly  hecatomb  had  never  been  offered  to 
that  god,  when  we  consider  that  it  had  been  purchased  by  all 
the  toils  of  an  unnecessary  siege,  and  by  the  extirpation  of  these 
free  and  high-spirited  citizens,  his  former  worshippers.  What 
the  loss  of  the  Macedonians  had  been,  we  cannot  say.  The 
number  of  their  slain  is  stated  by  Arrian  at  40©,  which  must  be 
greatly  beneath  the  truth ;  for  the  courage  and  skill  of  the  be¬ 
sieged  had  prolonged  the  siege  to  the  prodigious  period  of  seven 
months,  though  Alexander  had  left  no  means  untried  to  accom¬ 
plish  it  sooner.4 

Towards  the  close  of  the  siege  of  Tyre,  Alexander  received 
and  rejected  a  second  proposition  from  Darius,  offering  10,000 
talents,  with  the  cession  of  all  the  territory  westward  of  the  Eu¬ 
phrates,  as  ransom  for  his  mother  and  wife,  and  proposing  that 
Alexander  should  become  his  son-in-law  as  well  as  his  ally.  “  If 
I  were  Alexander  (said  Parmenio)  I  should  accept  such  terms, 


1  Curtius,  iv.  4,  15 

2  This  is  mentioned  both  by  Curtius  (iv.  4,  17)  and  by  Diodorus  (xvii.  46) 
It  is  not  mentioned  by  Arrian,  and  perhaps  may  not  have  found  a  place  in 
Ptolemy  or  Aristobulus;  but  I  see  no  ground  for  disbelieving  it. 

3  Arrian,  iv.  24,  9  ;  Diodorus,  xvii.  46. 

4  The  resuscitating  force  cf  commercial  industry  is  seen  by  the  fact,  thav 
in  spite  of  this  total  destrur.on,  Tyre  again  rose  to  be  a  wealthy  and  floui 
i»hing  city  ( Strabo,  xvi.  p  57). 
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Instead  of  plunging  into  farther  peril.”  —  “So  would  I  (replied 
Alexander)  if  I  were  Parmenio ;  but  since  I  am  Alexander,  I 
must  return  a  different  answer.”  His  answer  to  Darius  was  to 
this  effect :  —  “I  want  neither  your  money  nor  your  cession. 
All  your  money  and  territory  are  already  mine,  and  you  are  ten¬ 
dering  to  me  a  part  in  place  of  the  whole.  If  I  choose  to  marry 
your  daughter,  I  shall  marry  her  —  whether  you  give  her  to  me 
or  not.  Come  hither  to  me,  if  you  wish  to  obtain  from  me  any 
act  of  friendship.”1  Alexander  might  spare  the  submissive  and 
the  prostrate ;  but  he  could  not  brook  an  equal  or  a  competitor, 
and  his  language  towards  them  was  that  of  brutal  insolence.  Of 
course  this  was  the  last  message  sent  by  Darius,  who  now  saw, 
if  he  had  not  before  seen,  that  he  had  no  chance  open  except  by 
the  renewal  of  war. 

Being  thus  entire  master  of  Syria,  Phenicia,  and  Palestine, 
and  having  accepted  the  voluntary  submission  of  the  Jews,  Alex¬ 
ander  marched  forward  to  conquer  Egypt.  He  had  determined, 
before  he  undertook  any  farther  expedition  into  the  interior  of 
the  Persian  empire,  to  make  himself  master  of  all  the  coast-lands 
which  kept  open  the  communications  of  the  Persians  with 
Greece,  so  as  to  secure  his  rear  against  any  serious  hostility. 
His  great  fear  was,  of  Grecian  soldiers  or  cities  raised  against 
him  by  Persian  gold ; 2  and  Egypt  was  the  last  remaining  pos¬ 
session  of  the  Persians,  which  gave  them  the  means  of  acting 
upon  Greece.  Those  means  were  indeed  now  prodigiously  cur¬ 
tailed  by  the  feeble  condition  of  the  Persian  fleet  in  the  iEgean, 
unable  to  contend  with  the  increasing  fleet  of  the  Macedonian 
admirals  Hegelochus  and  Amphoterus,  now  numbering  160  sail.3 
During  the  summer  of  332  b.  c.,  while  Alexander  was  prosecut¬ 
ing  the  siege  of  Tyre,  these  admirals  recovered  all  the  impor¬ 
tant  acquisitions  —  Chios,  Lesbos,  and  Tenedos  —  which  had 
been  made  by  Memnon  for  the  Persian  interests.  The  inhabi- 


1  Arrian,  ii.  25,  5;  Curtius,  iv  5.  The  answer  is  more  insolent  in  the 
naked  simplicity  of  Arrian,  than  in  the  pomp  of  Curtius.  Plutarch 

(Alexand.  29)  both  abridges  and  softens  it.  Diodorus  also  gives  the  answer 
differently  (xvii.  54)  —  and  represents  the  embassy  as  coming  somewhat 
later  in  time,  after  Alexander’s  return  front  Egypt. 

s  Ar*:an,  ii.  17,  4-  3  Curtiup  iv.  5,  14. 
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tan ts  of  Tenedos  invited  them  and  ensured  their  success;  those 
of  Chios  attempted  to  do  the  same,  but  were  coerced  by  Pliarna- 
bazus,  who  retained  the  city  by  means  of  his  insular  partisans, 
Apollonides  and  others,  with  a  military  force.  The  Macedonian 
admirals  laid  siege  to  the  town,  and  were  presently  enabled  to 
carry  it  by  their  friends  within.  Pharnabazus  was  here  cap¬ 
tured  with  his  entire  force ;  twelve  triremes  thoroughly  armed 
and  manned,  thirty  store-ships,  several  privateers,  and  3000  Gre 
cian  mercenaries.  Aristonikus,  philo-Persian  despot  of  Me 
thymna  —  arriving  at  Chios  shortly  afterwards,  but  ignorant  of 
the  capture  —  was  entrapped  into  the  harbor,  and  made  prisoner 
There  remained  only  Mitylene,  which  was  held  for  the  Persians 
by  the  Athenian  Chares,  with  a  garrison  of  2000  men  ;  who, 
however,  seeing  no  hope  of  holding  out  against  the  Macedonians, 
consented  to  evacuate  the  city  on  condition  of  a  free  departure. 
The  Persians  were  thus  expelled  from  the  sea,  from  all  footing 
among  the  Grecian  islands,  and  from  the  vicinity  of  Greece  and 
Macedonia.1 

These  successes  were  in  full  progress,  when  Alexander  him¬ 
self  directed  his  march  from  Tyre  to  Egypt,  stopping  in  his  way 
to  besiege  Gaza.  This  considerable  town,  the  last  before  enter¬ 
ing  on  the  desert  track  between  Syria  and  Egpyt,  was  situated 
between  one  and  two  miles  from  the  sea.  It  was  built  upon  a 
lofty  artificial  mound,  and  encircled  with  a  high  wall ;  but  its 
main  defence  was  derived  from  the  deep  sand  immediately 
around  it,  as  well  as  from  the  mud  and  quicksand  on  its  coast. 
It  was  defended  by  a  brave  man,  the  eunuch  Batis,  with  a 
strong  garrison  of  Arabs,  and  abundant  provision  of  every  kind. 
Confiding  in  the  strength  of  the  place,  Batis  refused  to  admit 
Alexander.  Moreover  his  judgment  was  confirmed  by  the 
Macedonian  engineers  themselves,  who,  when  Alexander  first 
surveyed  the  walls,  pronounced  it  to  be  impregnable,  chiefly 
from  the  height  of  its  supporting  mound.  But  Alexander  could 
not  endure  the  thought  of  tacitly  confessing  his  inability  to  take 
Gaza.  The  more  difficult  the  enterprise,  the  greater  was  the 
charm  for  him,  and  the  greater  would  be  the  astonishment 


*  Curtius,  iv.  5,  14-22 ;  Arrian,  iii.  2,  4-8. 
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produced  all  around  when  he  should  b3  seen  to  have  tri¬ 
umphed.1 

He  began  by  erecting  a  mound  south  of  the  city,  cbse  by  the 
wall,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  up  his  battering  engines.  This 
external  mound  was  completed,  and  the  engines  had  begun  to 
batter  the  wall,  when  a  well-planned  sally  by  the  garrison  over¬ 
threw  the  assailants  and  destroyed  the  engines.  The  timely  aid 
of  Alexander  himself  with  his  hypaspists,  protected  their  re¬ 
treat  ;  but  he  himself,  after  escaping  a  snare  from  a  pretended 
Arabian  deserter,  received  a  severe  wound  through  the  shield 
and  the  breastplate  into  the  shoulder,  by  a  dart  discharged  from 
a  catapult ;  as  the  prophet  Aristander  had  predicted  —  giving 
assurance  at  the  same  time,  that  Gaza  would  fall  into  his  hands.2 
During  the  treatment  of  his  wound,  he  ordered  the  engines  em¬ 
ployed  at  Tyre  to  be  brought  up  by  sea ;  and  caused  his  mound 
to  be  carried  around  the  whole  circumference  of  the  town,  so  as 
to  render  it  approachable  from  every  point.  This  Herculean 
work,  the  description  of  which  we  read  with  astonishment,  was 
250  feet  high  all  round,  and  two  stadia  (1240  feet)  broad3;  the 
loose  sand  around  could  hardly  have  been  suitable,  so  that  mate¬ 
rials  must  have  been  brought  up  from  a  distance.  The  under¬ 
taking  was  at  length  completed ;  in  what  length  of  time  we  do 
not  know,  but  it  must  have  been  considerable  —  though  doubt¬ 
less  thousands  of  laborers  would  be  pressed  in  from  the  circum¬ 
jacent  country. 4 


1  Arrian,  ii.  26,  5  0/  ds  py%avonoioi  yvcopyp  anedeucvvvTO,  dnopov  eivcu 

Qia  OAeiv  to  did  vipog  tov  x^purog’  d'AA'  ’A Ae^uvdpcp  edoicei  aipereov 

eivai ,  doc j  dnopurepov  innAy^eiv  yap  rove  iroAeptovg  rd  epyov  rep  rrapaAdyip 
iiri  peya ,  nai  to  py  tA elv  aioxpdv  eivai  ol ,  Aeyopevov  eg  Te  rove  "VjAAyvag  nal 
Aapeiov. 

About  the  fidelity,  and  obstinate  defensive  courage,  shown  more  than 
once  by  the  inhabitants  of  Gaza —  see  Polybius,  xvi.  40 

2  Arrian,  ii.  26,  27  ,  Curtius,  iv  6,  12-18,  Plutarch,  Alexand.  25. 

3  Arrian,  ii.  27,  5.  p//a  x(Jvvvvai  iv  kvkAip  navTd&ev  Tf/g  tt6- 
Afwf.  It  is  certainly  possible,  as  Droysen  remarks  (Gesch.  Alex  des 
Grossen,  p.  199),  that  rravTofiev  is  not  to  he  interpreted  with  literal  strict¬ 
ness,  but  only  as  meaning  in  many  different  portions  of  the  walled  circuit. 

Yet  if  this  had  been  intended,  Arrian  would  surely  have  said  ^c^ucjra  in 
the  plural,  not 

4  Diodorus  (  xvii.  48  )  states  the  whole  duration  of  the  siege  as  twe 
months.  Th>s  seems  rather  under  than  over  the  probable  truth 
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Gaza  was  now  attacked  at  all  points  by  battering-rams,  by 
mines,  and  by  projectile  engines  with  various  missiles.  Fre 
sently  the  walls  were  breached  in  several  places,  though  the  de¬ 
fenders  were  unremitting  in  their  efforts  to  repair  the  damaged 
parts.  Alexander  attempted  three  distinct  general  assaults  ;  but 
in  all  three  he  was  repulsed  by  the  bravery  of  the  Gazaeans. 
At  length,  after  still  farther  breaching  the  wall,  he  renewed  for 
the  fourth  time  his  attempt  to  storm.  The  entire  Macedonian 
phalanx  being  brought  up  to  attack  at  different  points,  the  great¬ 
est  emulation  reigned  among  the  officers.  The  iEakid  Neopto- 
lemus  was  first  to  mount  the  wall ;  but  the  other  divisions  mani¬ 
fested  hardly  less  ardor,  and  the  town  was  at  length  taken.  Its 
gallant  defenders  resisted,  with  unabated  spirit,  to  the  last;  and 
all  fell  in  their  posts,  the  incensed  soldiery  being  no  way  dis¬ 
posed  to  give  quarter. 

One  prisoner  alone  was  reserved  for  special  treatment  —  the 
prince  or  governor  himself,  the  eunuch  Batis;  who,  having  mani¬ 
fested  the  greatest  energy  and  valor,  was  taken  severely  wounded, 
yet  still  alive.  In  this  condition  he  was  brought  by  Leonatus 
and  Philotas  into  the  presence  of  Alexander,  who  cast  upon  him 
looks  of  vengeance  and  fury.  The  Macedonian  prince  had  un¬ 
dertaken  the  siege  mainly  in  order  to  prove  to  the  world  that  he 
could  overcome  difficulties  insuperable  to  others.  But  he  had 
incurred  so  much  loss,  spent  so  much  time  and  labor,  and  under¬ 
gone  so  many  repulses  before  he  succeeded,  —  that  the  palm  of 
honor  belonged  rather  to  the  minority  vanquished  than  to  the 
multitude  of  victors.  To  such  disappointment,  which  would 
sting  Alexander  in  the  tenderest  point,  is  to  be  added  the  fact, 
that  he  had  himself  incurred  great  personal  risk  and  received  a 
severe  wound.  Here  was  ample  ground  for  violent  anger ;  which 
was  moreover  still  farther  exasperated  by  the  appearance  of 
Batis  —  an  eunuch  —  a  black  man  —  tall  and  robust,  but  at  the 
same  time  fat  and  lumpish  —  and  doubtless  at  the  moment  cover¬ 
ed  with  blood  and  dirt.  Such  visible  circumstances,  repulsive  to 
eyes  familiar  with  Grecian  gymnastics,  contributed  to  kindle  the 
wrath  of  Alexander  to  its  highest  pitch.  After  the  siege  of 
Tyre,  his  indignation  had  been  satiated  by  the  hanging  of  the 
2000  surviving  combatants ;  here,  to  discharge  the  pressure  of  a 
ttill  stronger  feeling,  there  remained  only  the  single  captive, 
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upon  whom  therefore  he  resolved  to  inflict  a  punishment  as 
novel  as  it  was  cruel.  He  directed  the  feet  of  Batis  to  be  bored, 
and  brazen  rings  to  be  passed  through  them;  after  which  the 
naked  body  of  this  brave  man,  yet  surviving,  was  tied  with 
cords  to  the  tail  of  a  chariot  driven  by  Alexander  himself,  and 
dragged  at  full  speed  amidst  the  triumphant  jeers  and  shouts  of 
the  army.1  Herein  Alexander,  emulous  even  from  childhood  of 
the  exploits  of  his  legendary  ancestor  Achilles,  copied  the  igno¬ 
minious  treatment  described  in  the  Iliad  as  inflicted  on  the  dead 
body  of  Hektor.2 3 

This  proceeding  of  Alexander,  the  product  of  Homeric  remi¬ 
niscences  operating  upon  an  infuriated  and  vindictive  tempera¬ 
ment,  stands  out  in  respect  of  barbarity  from  all  that  we  read 
respecting  the  treatment  of  conquered  towns  in  antiquity.  His 
remaining  measures  were  conformable  to  received  usage.  The 
wives  and  children  of  the  Gaz  scans  were  sold  into  slavery.  New 
inhabitants  were  admitted  from  the  neighborhood,  and  a  garrison 
was  placed  there  to  hold  the  town  for  the  Macedonians.8 

The  two  sieges  of  Tyre  and  Gaza,  which  occupied  both  to¬ 
gether  nine  months,4 *  were  the  hardest  fighting  that  Alexander 
had  ever  encountered,  or  in  fact  ever  did  encounter  throughout 
his  life.  Aiter  such  toils,  the  march  to  Egypt,  which  he  now 


1Curtius,  iv.  6,25-30;  Dionys.  Hal.  De  Comp.  Verbor.  p.  123-125  — 
with  the  citation  there  given  from  Hegesias  of  Magnesia.  Diodorus  (xvii. 
48,  49)  simply  mentions  Gaza  in  two  sentences,  but  gives  no  details  of 
any  kind. 

Arrian  says  nothing  about  the  treatment  of  Batis,  nor  did  he  probably 
find  anything  about  it  in  Ptolemy  or  Aristobulus.  There  are  assignable 
reasons  why  they  should  pass  it  over  in  silence,  as  disgraceful  to  Alex¬ 
ander.  But  Arrian,  at  the  same  time,  says  nothing  inconsistent  with  or 
contradicting  the  statement  of  Curtius ;  while  he  himself  recognizes  how 
emulous  Alexander  was  of  the  proceedings  of  Achilles  (vii.  14,  7). 

The  passage  describing  this  scene,  cited  from  the  lost  author  Hegesias 
by  Dionysius  of  Halikarnassus,  as  an  example  of  bad  rhythm  and  taste,, 
has  the  merit  of  bringing  out  the  details  respecting  the  person  of  Batis, 
which  were  well  calculated  to  disgust  and  aggravate  the  wrath  of  Alex¬ 
ander.  The  bad  taste  of  Hegesias  as  a  writer  does  not  diminish  his  cred¬ 
ibility  as  a  witness.  Arrian,  vii.  14,  7. 

3  Arrian,  ii.  27,  11.  About  the  circumstances  and  siege  of  Gaza  see  the 
work  of  Stark,  Gaza  und  die  Philistaische  Kiiste,  p.  242,  Leip.  1852. 

4  Diodor.  xvii.  48 ;  Josephus,  Antiq.  xi.  4. 
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commenced  (October  332  b.  c.),  was  an  affair  of  holiday  and 
triumph.  Mazakes,  the  satrap  of  Egypt,  having  few  Persian 
troops  and  a  disaffected  native  population,  was  noway  disposed 
to  resist  the  approaching  conqueror  Seven  days’  march  brought 
Alexander  and  his  army  from  Gaza  to  Pelusium,  the  frontier 
fortress  of  Egypt,  commanding  the  eastern  branch  of  the  Nile, 
whither  his  fleet,  under  the  command  of  Hephaestion,  had  come 
also.  Here  he  found  not  only  open  gates  and  a  submissive 
governor,  but  also  crowds  of  Egyptians  assembled  to  welcome 
him.* 1  He  placed  a  garrison  in  Pelusium,  sent  his  fleet  up  the 
river  to  Memphis,  and  marched  himself  to  the  same  place  by 
land.  The  satrap  Mazakes  surrendered  himself,  with  all  the 
treasure  in  the  city,  800  talents  in  amount,  and  much  precious 
furniture.  Here  Alexander  reposed  some  time,  offering  splendid 
sacrifices  to  the  gods  generally,  and  especially  to  the  Egyptian 
god  Apis ;  to  which  he  added  gymnastic  and  musical  matches, 
sending  to  Greece  for  the  most  distinguished  artists. 

From  Memphis,  he  descended  the  westernmost  branch  of  the 
Nile  to  Kanopus  at  its  mouth,  from  whence  he  sailed  westerly 
along  the  shore  to  look  at  the  island  of  Pharos,  celebrated  in 
Homer,  and  the  lake  Mareotis.  Reckoning  Egypt  now  as  a 
portion  of  his  empire,  and  considering  that  the  business  of  keep¬ 
ing  down  an  unquiet  population,  as  well  as  of  collecting  a  large 
revenue,  would  have  to  be  performed  by  his  extraneous  land 
and  sea  force,  he  saw  the  necessity  of  withdrawing  the  seat  of 
government  from  Memphis,  where  both  the  Persians  and  the 
natives  had  maintained  it,  and  of  founding  a  new  city  of  his  own 
on  the  seaboard,  convenient  for  communication  with  Greece  and 
Macedonia.  His  imagination,  susceptible  to  all  Homeric  im¬ 
pressions  and  influenced  by  a  dream,  first  fixed  upon  the  isle  of 
Pharos  as  a  suitable  place  for  his  intended  city.2  Perceiving 
soon,  however,  that  this  little  isle  was  inadequate  by  itself,  he 
included  it  as  part  of  a  larger  city  to  be  founded  on  the  adja¬ 
cent  mainland.  The  gods  were  consulted,  and  encouraging  re¬ 
sponses  were  obtained ;  upon  which  Alexander  himself  marked 
out  the  circuit  of  the  walls,  the  direction  of  the  principal  streets, 


1Arrvan,  iii.  1,3;  Curtins, iy.  7.1,2;  Diodor.  xvii.  49 

1  Curtius,  iv  8,  l  -4  Plutarch,  Alexand.  26. 
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and  the  sites  of  numerous  temples  to  Grecian  gods  as  well  as 
Egyptian.1  It  was  thus  that  the  first  stone  was  laid  of  the 
mighty,  populous,  and  busy  Alexandria ;  which  however  the 
founder  himself  never  lived  to  see,  and  wherein  he  was  only 
destined  to  repose  as  a  corpse.  The  site  of  the  place,  between 
the  sea  and  the  Lake  Mareotis,  was  found  airy  and  healthy,  as 
well  as  convenient  for  shipping  and  commerce.  The  protecting 
island  of  Pharos  gave  the  means  of  forming  two  good  harbors 
for  ships  coming  by  sea,  on  a  eoast  harborless  elsewhere ;  while 
the  Lake  Mareotis,  communicating  by  various  canals  with  the 
river  Nile,  received  with  facility  the  exportable  produce  from 
the  interior.2  As  soon  as  houses  were  ready,  commencement 
was  made  by  transporting  to  them  in  mass  the  population  of  the 
neighboring  town  of  Kanopus,  and  probably  of  other  towns  be¬ 
sides,  by  the  intendant  Kleomenes.3 

Alexandria  became  afterwards  the  capital  of  the  Ptolemaic 
princes.  It  acquired  immense  grandeur  and  population  during 
their  rule  of  two  centuries  and  a  half,  when  their  enormous  reve¬ 
nues  were  spent  greatly  in  its  improvement  and  decoration. 
But  we  cannot  reasonably  ascribe  to  Alexander  himself  any  pre¬ 
science  of  such  an  imposing  future.  He  intended  it  as  a  place  from 
which  he  could  conveniently  rule  Egypt,  considered  as  a  portion 
of  his  extensive  empire  all  round  the  iEgean ;  and  had  Egypt  re¬ 
mained  thus  a  fraction,  instead  of  becoming  a  substantive  impe¬ 
rial  whole,  Alexandria  would  probably  not  have  risen  beyond 
mediocrity.4 

The  other  most  notable  incident,  which  distinguished  the  four 
or  five  months’  stay  of  Alexander  in  Egypt,  was  his  march 
through  the  sandy  desert  to  the  temple  of  Zeus  Ammon.  This 
is  chiefly  memorable  as  it  marks  his  increasing  self-adoration  and 


1  Arrian,  iii.  1,8;  Curtius,  iv.  8.  2-6  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  52. 

*  Strabo,  xvii.  p.  793.  Other  authors  however  speak  of  the  salubrity  ol 
Alexandria  less  favorably  than  Strabo :  see  St.  Croix,  Examen  des  Hist,  d’ 
Alexandre,  p.  287. 

3  Pseudo-Aristotle,  CEconomic.  ii.  32. 

4  Arrian,  iii.  5,4-9.  Tacitus  (Annal.  i.  11)  says  about  Egypt  under  the 
Romans  — “  povinciam  aditu  difficilem,  annonae  fecundam,  superstitione 
et  lascivii  disordem  et  mobilem,  insciam  legum,  ignaram  magistratuum,” 
etc.  Compare  Polybius  ap.  Strabon.  xvii.  p.  79? 
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inflation  above  the  limits  of  humanity.  His  achievements  during 
the  last  three  years  had  so  transcended  the  expectations  of  every 
one,  himself  included  —  the  gods  had  given  to  him  such  inces¬ 
sant  good  fortune,  and  so  paralyzed  or  put  down  his  enemies  — 
that  the  hypothesis  of  a  superhuman  personality  seemed  the  natu¬ 
ral  explanation  of  such  a  superhuman  career.1  He  had  to  look 
back  to  the  heroic  legends,  and  to  his  ancestors  Perseus  and 
Herakles,  to  find  a  worthy  prototype.2 3 * * * *  Conceiving  himself  to  be 
(like  them)  the  son  of  Zeus,  with  only  a  nominal  human  parent¬ 
age,  he  resolved  to  go  and  ascertain  the  fact  by  questioning  the 
infallible  oracle  of  Zeus  Ammon.  His  march  of  several  days, 
through  a  sandy  desert  —  always  fatiguing,  sometimes  perilous, 
was  distinguished  by  manifest  evidences  of  the  favor  of  the  gods. 
Unexpected  rain  fell  just  when  the  thirsty  soldiers  required  wa¬ 
ter.  When  the  guides  lost  their  track,  from  shifting  of  the  sand, 
on  a  sudden  two  speaking  serpents,  or  two  ravens,  appeared  pre¬ 
ceding  the  march  and  indicating  the  right  direction.  Such  were 
the  statements  made  by  Ptolemy,  Aristobulus,  and  Kallisthenes, 
companions  and  contemporaries  ;  while  Arrian,  four  centuries  af¬ 
terwards,  announces  his  positive  conviction  that  there  was  a  di¬ 
vine  intervention  on  behalf  of  Alexander,  though  he  cannot  satisfy 
himself  about  the  details.8  The  priest  of  Zeus  Ammon  addressed 
Alexander,  as  being  the  son  of  the  god,  and  farther  assured  him 
that  his  career  would  be  one  of  uninterrupted  victory,  until  he 
was  taken  away  to  the  gods ;  while  his  friends  also,  who  con¬ 
sulted  the  oracle  for  their  own  satisfaction,  received  for  answer 
that  the  rendering  of  divine  honors  to  him  would  be  acceptable  to 
Zeus.  After  profuse  sacrifices  and  presents,  Alexander  quitted  the 
oracle,  with  a  full  and  sincere  faith  that  he  really  was  the  son  of 
Zeus  Ammon  ;  which  faith  was  farther  confirmed  by  declarations 
transmitted  to  him  from  other  oracles  —  that  of  Erythrae  in  Io- 


1  Diodor.  xvii.  51.  TeKpr/pia  d’  ioeo&ai  tt)<;  e k  tov  &eov  yeveoeuc  rd 
fieye&o?  t(jv  iv  raiQ  irpat-eai  KaropOupaTuv  (answer  of  the  priest  of  Air* 

mon  to  Alexander).  ?  Arrian,  iii.  3,  2. 

3  Arrian,  iii.  3,  12.  Kai  ore  /uev  ticiov  rt  £vve7reAa/3ev  avru),  k  x  u  ’ 

pioaotiai,  oti  Kai  rb  ei/coc  ravry  e\ti'  rb  (F  uTpenef  tov  hoyov  a<pei?<ovT<t 

ol  Kai  aTiXy  vnhp  avrov  k^tiytoiipevoi. 

Compare  Curtius,  iv.  7,  12-15,  Diodor  xvii  49-51 ,  Plutarch,  Ale*  37, 

Kjsllisthenes  ap.  Strahon.  xvii.  p,  814. 
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nia,  and  of  Branchidae  near  Miletus.1  Though  he  did  not  di¬ 
rectly  order  himself  to  be  addressed  as  the  son  of  Zeus,  he  was 
pleased  with  those  who  volunteered  such  a  recognition,  and  an¬ 
gry  with  sceptics  or  scoffers,  who  disbelieved  the  oracle  of  Am¬ 
mon.  Plutarch  thinks  that  this  was  a  mere  political  manoeuvre 
of  Alexander,  for  the  purpose  of  overawing  the  non-Hellenic 
population  over  whom  he  was  enlarging  his  empire.2 3  But  it 
seems  rather  to  have  been  a  genuine  faith,  —  a  simple  exaggera¬ 
tion  of  that  exorbitant  vanity  which  from  the  beginning  reigned 
so  largely  in  his  bosom.  He  was  indeed  aware  that  it  was  repug¬ 
nant  to  the  leading  Macedonians  in  many  ways,  but  especially  as 
a  deliberate  insult  to  the  memory  of  Philip.  This  is  the  theme 
always  touched  upon  in  moments  of  dissatisfaction.  To  Parme- 
nio,  to  Philotas,  to  Kleitus,  and  other  principal  officers,  the  inso¬ 
lence  of  the  king  in  disclaiming  Philip  and  putting  himself  above 
the  level  of  humanity,  appeared  highly  offensive.  Discontents 
on  this  subject  among  the  Macedonian  officers,  though  condemned 
to  silence  by  fear  and  admiration  of  Alexander,  became  serious, 
and  will  be  found  re-appearing  hereafter.8 

The  last  month  of  Alexander’s  stay  in  Egypt  was  passed  at 
Memphis.  While  nominating  various  officers  for  the  permanent 
administration  of  the  country,  he  also  received  a  visit  of  Hege- 
lochus  his  admiral,  who  brought  as  prisoners  Aristonikus  of  Me- 
thymna,  and  other  despots  of  the  various  insular  Grecian  cities. 
Alexander  ordered  them  to  be  handed  over  to  their  respective 
cities,  to  be  dealt  with  as  the  citizens  pleased  ;  all  except  the 
Chian  Apollonides,  who  was  sent  to  Elephantine  in  the  south  of 
Egypt  for  detention.  In  most  of  the  cities,  the  despots  had  in¬ 
curred  such  violent  hatred,  that  when  delivered  up,  they  were 
tortured  and  put  to  death.4 *  Pharnabazus  also  had  been  among 


1  Kallisthenes,  Fragm.  xvi.  ap.  Alexand.  Magn.  Histor.  Scriptor.  ed 
Geier.  p.  257  ;  Strabo,  xvii.  p.  814. 

*  Plutarch,  Alexand.  28.  Arrian,  hints  at  the  same  explanation  (vii 
29.  6). 

3Curtius,  iv.  10,  3  —  “fastidio  esse  patriam,  abdicari  Philippum  patrem 
coelum  vanis  cogitationibus  petere.”  Arrian,  iii.  26,  1  $  Curtius,  vi.  9,  18 
?i.  11,  23. 

4  Curtius,  iv.  8,  1 1 

m* 
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the  prisoners,  but  had  found  means  to  escape  from  his  guards 
when  the  fleet  touched  at  Kos.1 

In  the  early  spring,  after  receiving  reinforcements  of  Greeks 
and  Thracians,  Alexander  marched  into  Phenicia.  It  was  there 
that  he  regulated  the  affairs  of  Phenicia,  Syria,  and  Greece,  prior 
tc  his  intended  expedition  into  the  interior  against  Darius.  He 
punished  the  inhabitants  of  Samaria,  who  had  revolted  and  burnt 
alive  the  Macedonian  prefect  Andromachus.2  In  addition  to  all 
the  business  transacted,  Alexander  made  costly  presents  to  the 
Tyrian  Herakles,  and  offered  splendid  sacrifices  to  other  gods. 
Choice  festivals  with  tragedy  were  also  celebrated,  analogous  to 
the  Dionysia  at  Athens,  with  the  best  actors  and  chorists  con¬ 
tending  for  the  prize.  The  princes  of  Cyprus  vied  with  each 
other  in  doing  honor  to  the  son  of  Zeus  Ammon ;  each  under¬ 
taking  the  duty  of  choregus,  getting  up  at  his  own  cost  a  drama 
with  distinguished  chorus  and  actors,  and  striving  to  obtain  the 
prize  from  pre-appointed  judges  —  as  was  practised  among  the 
ten  tribes  at  Athens.8 

In  the  midst  of  these  religious  and  festive  exhibitions,  Alexan¬ 
der  was  collecting  magazines  for  his  march  into  the  interior.4 
He  had  already  sent  forward  a  detachment  to  Thapsacus,  the 
usual  ford  of  the  Euphrates,  to  throw  bridges  over  the  river.  The 
Persian  Mazaeus  was  on  guard  on  the  other  side,  with  a  small 
force  of  3000  men,  2000  of  them  Greeks  ;  not  sufficient  to  hin¬ 
der  the  bridges  from  being  built,  but  only  to  hinder  them  from 
being  carried  completely  over  to  the  left  bank.  After  eleven 
days  of  march  from  Phenicia,  Alexander  and  his  whole  army 
reached  Thapsakus.  Mazaeus,  on  the  other  side,  as  soon  as  he 
saw  the  main  army  arrive,  withdrew  his  small  force  without  de¬ 
lay,  and  retreated  to  the  Tigris ;  so  that  the  two  bridges  were 
completed,  and  Alexander  crossed  forthwith.4 

Once  over  the  Euphrates,  Alexander  had  the  option  of  march¬ 
ing  down  the  left  bank  of  that  river  to  Babylon,  the  chief  city  of 


-  Arrian,  iii.  2  8,  9.  *  Curtius,  iv.  8,  10. 

3  Plutarch,  Alcxand.29;  Arrian  l.  c. 

4  Arrian,  iii.  6,  12. 

•Arrian,  iii.  7,  1-6;  Curtius,  iv  9,  12  —  “undecirais  castris  pp^emt  ad 
Euphraten.” 
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the  Persian  empire,  and  the  natural  place  to  find  Darius.1  Bu 
this  march  (as  we  know  from  Xenophon,  who  made  it  with  the 
Ten  Thousand  Greeks)  would  be  one  of  extreme  suffering  and 
through  a  desert  country  where  no  provisions  were  to  be  got 
Moreover,  Mazseus  in  retreating  had  taken  a  north-easterly  di¬ 
rection  towards  the  upper  part  of  the  Tigris  ;  and  some  prisoners 
reported  that  Darius  with  his  main  army  was  behind  the  Tigris, 
intending  to  defend  the  passage  of  that  river  against  Alexander. 
The  Tigris  appears  not  to  be  fordable  below  Nineveh  (Mo¬ 
sul).  Accordingly  he  directed  his  march,  first  nearly  northward, 
having  the  Euphrates  on  his  left  hand  ;  next  eastward  across 
Northern  Mesopotamia,  having  the  Armenian  mountains  on  his 
left  hand.  On  reaching  the  ford  of  the  Tigris,  he  found  it  abso¬ 
lutely  undefended.  Not  a  single  enemy  being  in  sight,  he 
forded  the  river  as  soon  as  possible,  with  all  his  infantry,  cavalry, 
and  baggage.  The  difficulties  and  perils  of  crossing  were  extreme, 
from  the  depth  of  the  water,  above  their  breasts,  the  rapidity  of 
the  current,  and  the  slippery  footing.2  A  resolute  and  vigilant 
enemy  might  have  rendered  the  passage  almost  impossible.  But 
the  good  fortune  of  Alexander  was  not  less  conspicuous  in  what 
his  enemies  left  undone,  than  in  what  they  actually  did.3 

After  this  fatiguing  passage,  Alexander  rested  for  two  days. 
During  the  night  an  eclipse  of  the  moon  occurred,  nearly  total ; 
which  spread  consternation  among  the  army,  combined  with 
complaints  against  his  overweening  insolence,  and  mistrust 
as  to  the  unknown  regions  on  which  they  were  entering. 


1  So  Alexander  considers  Babylon  ( Arrian,  ii.  17, 3-10)  —  irpoxcjpvcrdvTuv 

ft)v  Trj  Svvupei  £iri  B af3vXd)vd  re  aal  Aapeiov . rov  re  snl  BalSvXuvo^  oto- 

Tiov  Trolrjabpeda,  etc.  This  is  the  explanation  of  Arrian’s  remark,  iii.  7,  6 
—  where  he  assigns  the  reason  why  Alexander,  after  passing  the  Euphrates 
at  Thapsakus,  did  not  take  the  straight  road  towards  Babylon.  Cyrus  the 
younger  marched  directly  to  Babylon  to  attack  Artaxerxes.  Susa,  Ekbat- 
ana,  and  Persepolis  were  more  distant,  and  less  exposed  to  an  enemy  from 
the  west. 

s  Arrian,  iii.  7,  8;  Diodor.  xvii.  55  ;  Curtius.  iv.  9,  17-24.  “  Magna  mu- 

nimenta  regni  Tigris  atque  Euphrates  erant,”  is  a  part  of  the  speech  put 
into  the  mouth  of  Darius  before  the  battle  of  Arbela,  by  Curtius,  (iv.  14, 10). 
Both  these  great  defences  were  abandoned. 
a  Curtius,  iv  9,  23,  Plutarch,  Alexand.  39 
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Alexander,  while  offering  solemn  sacrifices  to  Sun,  Moon,  and 
Earth,  combated  the  prevailing  depression  by  declarations  from 
his  own  prophet  Aristander  and  from  Egyptian  astrologers,  who 
proclaimed  that  Helios  favored  the  Greeks,  and  Selene  the  Per¬ 
sians  ;  hence  the  eclipse  of  the  moon  portended  victory  to  the 
Macedonians  —  and  victory  too  (so  Aristander  promised),  before 
the  next  new  moon.  Having  thus  reassured  the  soldiers,  Alex¬ 
ander  marched  for  four  days  in  a  south-easterly  direction  through 
the  territory  called  Aturia,  with  the  Tigris  on  his  right  hand, 
and  the  Gordyene  or  Kurd  mountains  on  his  left.  Encountering 
a  small  advanced  guard  of  the  Persians,  he  here  learnt  from  pris¬ 
oners  that  Darius  with  his  main  host  was  not  far  off.1 

Nearly  two  years  had  elapsed  since  the  ruinous  defeat 
oflssus.  What  Darius  had  been  doing  during  this  long  in 
terval,  and  especially  during  the  first  half  of  it,  we  are  una¬ 
ble  to  say.  We  hear  only  of  one  proceeding  on  his  part  — 
his  missions,  twice  repeated,  to  Alexander,  tendering  or  entreat¬ 
ing  peace,  with  the  especial  view  of  recovering  his  captive  fam¬ 
ily.  Nothing  else  does  he  appear  to  have  done,  either  to  re¬ 
trieve  the  losses  of  the  past,  or  to  avert  the  perils  of  the  future ; 
nothing,  to  save  his  fleet  from  passing  into  the  hands  of  the  con¬ 
queror  ;  nothing,  to  relieve  either  Tyre  or  Gaza,  the  sieges  of 
which  collectively  occupied  Alexander  for  near  ten  months.  The 
disgraceful  flight  of  Darius  at  Issus  had  already  lost  him  the  con¬ 
fidence  of  several  of  his  most  valuable  servants.  The  Macedon¬ 
ian  exile  Amyntas,  a  brave  and  energetic  man,  with  the  best  of 
the  Grecian  mercenaries,  gave  up  the  Persian  cause  as  lost,2 3 *  and 
tried  to  set  up  for  himself,  in  which  attempt  he  failed  and  per¬ 
ished  in  Egypt.  The  satrap  of  Egypt,  penetrated  with  contempt 
for  the  timidity  of  his  master,  was  induced,  by  that  reason  as  well 
as  by  others,  to  throw  open  the  country  to  Alexander.8  Having 
incurred  so  deplorable  a  loss,  as  well  in  reputation  as  in  territory, 
Darius  had  the  strongest  motives  to  redeem  it  by  augmented 
vigor 


1  Arrian,  iii.  1,  12  ;  iii.  8,  3.  Curtius,  iv.  10,  11-18. 

-  Arrian,  ii.  13  ,  Curtius,  iv.  1,  27-30  —  “  cum  in  illo  statu  rerum  id  quem- 
que,  quod  occupasset,  habiturum  arbitraretur ”  (Amyntas). 

3  Arrian,  iii.  1,  3.  ttjv  te  tv  'locup  ottuc  ovve(?t]  tetvo[xevo$  (th© 

satrap  of  Egypt.)  Kal  Aapeiov  5ti  aia\pg,  tyvyy  ttyvye,  etc. 
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But  he  was  paralyzed  by  the  fact,  that  his  mother,  his  wife, 
and  several  of  his  children,  had  fallen  into  the  hands  of  the  con 
queror.  Among  the  countless  advantages  growing  out  of  the 
victory  of  Issus,  this  acquisition  was  not  the  least.  It  placed 
Darius  in  the  condition  of  one  who  had  given  hostages  for  good 
behavior  to  his  enemy.  The  Persian  kings  were  often  in  the 
iabit  of  exacting  from  satraps  or  generals  the  deposit  of  their 
wives  and  families,  as  a  pledge  for  fidelity ;  and  Darius  himself 
had  received  this  guarantee  from  Memnon,  as  a  condition  of  en- 
trusting  him  with  the  Persian  fleet.1  Bound  by  the  like  chains 
himself,  towards  one  who  had  now  become  his  superior,  Darius 
was  afraid  to  act  with  energy,  lest  success  should  bring  down 
evil  upon  his  captive  family.  By  allowing  Alexander  to  subdue 
unopposed  all  the  territory  west  of  the  Euphrates,  he  hoped  to 
be  allowed  to  retain  his  empire  eastward,  and  to  ransom  back  his 
family  at  an  enormous  price.  Such  propositions  did  satisfy  Par- 
menio,  and  would  probably  have  satisfied  even  Philip,  had  Philip 
been  the  victor.  The  insatiate  nature  of  Alexander  had  not  yet 
been  fully  proved.  It  was  only  when  the  latter  contemptuously 
rejected  everything  short  of  surrender  at  discretion,  that  Darius 
began  to  take  measures  east  of  the  Euphrates  for  defending  what 
yet  remained. 

The  conduct  of  Alexander  towards  the  regal  hostages,  honor¬ 
able  as  it  was  to  his  sentiment,  evinced  at  the  same  time  that  he 
knew  their  value  as  a  subject  of  political  negotiation.2  It  was 


1  Diodor.  xvii.  23.  Compare  Xenophon,  Anabasis,  i.  4,  9 ;  Herodotus, 
vii.  10. 

5  The  praise  bestowed  upon  the  continence  of  Alexander,  for  refusing  tc 
visit  Statira  the  wife  of  Darius,  is  exaggerated  even  to  absurdity. 

In  regard  to  women,  Alexander  was  by  temperament  cold,  the  opposite 
of  his  father  Philip.  During  his  youth,  his  development  was  so  tardy,  that 
there  was  even  a  surmise  of  some  physical  disability  ('Hieronymus  ap 
Athenae.  x.  p.  435).  As  to  the  most  beautiful  persons,  of  both  sexes,  he 
had  only  to  refuse  the  numerous  tenders  made  to  him  by  those  who  sought 
to  gain  his  favor  (Plutarch,  Alex.  22).  Moreover,  after  the  capture  of 
Damascus,  he  did  select  for  himself,  from  among  the  female  captives,  Bar¬ 
ging,  the  widow  of  his  illustrious  rival  Memnon ;  daughter  of  Artabazus,  a 
oeautiful  woman  of  engaging  manners,  and  above  all,  distinguished,  by 
having  received  Hellenic  educati'  n,  from  the  simply  Oriental  haiem  of 
Darius  (Plutarch,  Alex.  21).  In  adopting  the  widow  of  Memnon  as  hit 
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essential  that  lie  should  treat  them  with  the  full  deference  due  to 
their  rank,  if  he  desired  to  keep  up  their  price  as  hostages  in  the 
eyes  of  Darius  as  well  as  of  his  own  army.  He  carried  them 
along  with  his  army,  from  the  coast  of  Syria,  over  the  bridge  of 
the  Euphrates,  and  even  through  the  waters  of  the  Tigris.  To 
them,  this  must  have  proved  a  severe  toil ;  and  in  fact,  the  queen 
Statira  became  so  worn  out  that  she  died  shortly  after  crossing 
the  Tigris ;*  1  to  him  also,  it  must  have  been  an  onerous  obliga 
tion,  since  he  not  only  sought  to  ensure  to  them  all  their  aoxms 
tomed  pomp,  but  must  have  assigned  a  considerable  guard  to 
watch  them,  at  a  moment  when  he  was  marching  into  an  un¬ 
known  country,  and  required  all  his  military  resources  to  be  dis¬ 
posable.  Simply  for  safe  detention,  the  hostages  would  have 
been  better  guarded  and  might  have  been  treated  with  still 
greater  ceremony,  in  a  city  or  a  fortress.  But  Alexander  prob¬ 
ably  wished  to  have  them  near  him,  in  case  of  the  possible  con¬ 
tingency  of  serious  reverses  to  his  army  on  the  eastern  side  of 
the  Tigris.  Assuming  such  a  misfortune  to  happen,  the  surren¬ 
der  of  them  might  ensure  a  safe  retreat  under  circumstances  oth¬ 
erwise  fatal  to  its  accomplishment. 

Being  at  length  convinced  that  Alexander  would  not  be  satis¬ 
fied  with  any  prize  short  of  the  entire  Persian  empire,  Darius 
summoned  all  his  forces  to  defend  what  he  still  retained.  He 
brought  together  a  host  said  to  be  superior  in  number  to  that 


mistress,  Alexander  may  probably  have  had  present  to  his  imagination  the 
example  of  his  legendary  ancestor  Neoptolemus,  whose  tender  relations 
with  Andromache,  widow  of  his  enemy  Hektor,  would  not  be  forgotten  by 
any  reader  of  Euripides.  Alexander  had  by  Barsine  a  son  called  Herakles. 

Lastly,  Alexander  was  so  absorbed  by  ambition,  —  so  overcharged  with 
the  duties  and  difficulties  of  command,  which  he  always  performed  himself 
—  and  so  continually  engaged  in  fatiguing  bodily  effort,  —  that  he  had  lit¬ 
tle  leisure  left  for  indulgences ;  such  leisure  as  he  had,  he  preferred  devot¬ 
ing  to  wine-parties  with  the  society  and  conversation  of  his  officers. 

1  Curtius,  iv.  10,  19.  “  Itineris  continni  labore  animique  aegritudina 

fatigata,”  etc. 

Curtius  and  Justin  mention  a  third  embassy  sent  by  Darius  (imrae 
diately  after  having  heard  of  the  death  and  honorable  obsequies  of  Statira) 
to  Alexander,  asking  for  peace.  The  other  authors  allude  only  to  tw<* 
tentatives  of  this  kind ;  and  the  third  seems  by  no  means  probable. 
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which  had  been  defeated  at  Issus.1  Contingents  arrived  from 
the  farthest  extremities  of  the  vast  Persian  territory  — -  from  the 
Caspian  sea,  the  rivers  Oxus  and  Indus,  the  Persian  Gulf,  and 
the  Red  Sea.  The  plains  eastward  of  the  Tigris,  about  the  lati¬ 
tude  of  the  modern  town  of  Mosul,  between  that  river  and  the 
Gordyene  mountains  (Zagros,)  were  fixed  upon  for  the  muster 
of  this  prodigious  multitude ;  partly  conducted  by  Darius  him¬ 
self  fiom  Babylon,  partly  arriving  there  by  different  routes  from 
the  north,  east,  and  south.  Arbela  —  a  considerable  town  about 
twenty  miles  east  of  the  Great  Zab  river,  still  known  under  the 
name  of  Erbil,  as  a  caravan  station  on  the  ordinary  road  between 
Erzeroum  and  Bagdad  —  was  fixed  on  as  the  muster-place  or 
head-quarters,  where  the  chief  magazines  were  collected  and  the 
heavy  baggage  lodged,  and  near  which  the  troops  were  first  as¬ 
sembled  and  exercised.2 3 * * 

But  the  spot  predetermined  for  a  pitched  battle  was,  the 
neighborhood  of  Gaugamela  near  the  river  Bumodus,  about 
thirty  miles  west  of  Arbela,  towards  the  Tigris,  and  about  as 
much  south-east  of  Mosul  —  a  spacious  and  level  plain,  with 
nothing  more  than  a  few  undulating  slopes,  and  without  any 
trees.  It  was  by  nature  well-adapted  for  drawing  up  a  numer¬ 
ous  army,  especially  for  the  free  manoeuvres  of  cavalry,  and  the 
rush  of  scythed  chariots ;  moreover,  the  Persian  officers  had 
been  careful  beforehand  to  level  artificially  such  of  the  slopes  as 
they  thought  inconvenient.8  There  seemed  every  thing  in  the 
ground  to  favor  the  operation  both  of  the  vast  total,  and  the  spe¬ 
cial  forces,  of  Darius  ;  who  fancied  that  his  defeat  at  Issus  had 
been  occasioned  altogether  by  his  having  adventured  himself  in 
the  narrow  defiles  of  Kilikia  —  and  that  on  open  and  level 
ground  his  superior  numbers  must  be  triumphant.  He  was  even 
anxious  that  Alexander  should  come  and  attack  him  on  the  plain. 
Hence  the  undefended  passage  of  the  Tigris. 

For  those  who  looked  only  to  numbers,  the  host  assembled  at 


*  Arrian,  iii.  7,  7. 

s  Diodorus,  xvii.  53 ;  Curtius,  iv.  9,  9. 

3  Arrian,  iii.  8,  12.  Kat  yap  nal  oaa  avCip.a’ka  avrov  innaoiav,  ravrh 

re  k  k  7 toaTlov  oi  Yleooai  roic  re  up/aaoiv  ineXavvetv  evneTrj  nenoiquoav  KO& 

Innip  Innas tua. 


156 


HISTORY  OF  GREECE. 


Arbela  might  well  inspire  confidence ;  for  it  is  said  to  have  con¬ 
sisted  of  1,000,000  of  infantry  1  —  40,000  cavalry  —  200  scythed 
chariots  —  and  fifteen  elephants  ;  of  which  animals  we  now  read 
for  the  first  time  in  a  field  of  battle.  But  besides  the  numbers, 
Darius  had  provided  for  his  troops  more  effective  arms ;  instead 
of  mere  javelins,  strong  swords  and  short  thrusting  pikes,  such 
as  the  Macedonian  cavalry  wielded  so  admirably  in  close  com¬ 
bat  —  together  with  shields  for  the  infantry  and  breastplates  for 
the  horsemen.2  He  counted  much  also  on  the  terrific  charge 
of  the  chariots,  each  of  which  had  a  pole  projecting  before  the 
horses  and  terminating  in  a  sharp  point,  together  with  three 
sword-blades  stretching  from  the  yoke  on  each  side,  and  scythes 
also  laterally  from  the  naves  of  the  wheels.3 

Informed  of  the  approach  of  Alexander,  about  the  time  when 
the  Macedonian  army  first  reached  the  Tigris,  Darius  moved 
from  Arbela,  where  his  baggage  and  treasure  were  left  —  cross¬ 
ed  by  bridges  the  river  Lykus  or  Great  Zab,  an  operation  which 
occupied  five  days  —  and  marched  to  take  post  on  the  prepared 
ground  near  Gaugamela.  His  battle  array  was  formed  —  of 
the  Baktrians  on  the  extreme  left,  under  command  of  Bessus 
the  .satrap  of  Baktria ;  next,  the  Dahae  and  Arachoti,  under 
command  of  Barsaentes,  satrap  of  Arachosia ;  then  the  native 
Persians,  horse  and  foot  alternating,  —  the  Susians,  under  Ox- 
athres,  —  and  the  Kadusians.  On  the  extreme  right  were  the 
contingents  of  Syria  both  east  and  west  of  the  Euphrates,  under 
Mazseus ;  then  the  Medes,  under  Atropates ;  next,  the  Parthians, 
Sakge,  Tapyrians,  and  Hyrkanians',  all  cavalry,  under  Phrata- 


This  is  the  total  given  by  Arrian  as  what  he  found  set  forth  (Meyero), 
probably  the  best  information  which  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus  could  pro¬ 
cure  (Arrian,  iii.  8,  8). 

Diodorus  (xvii.  53)  says  800,000  foot,  200,000  horse,  and  200  scythed 
chariots.  Justin  (xi.  12)  gives  400,000  foot  and  100,000  horse.  Plutarch 
(Alex.  31)  talks  generally  of  a  million  of  men.  Curtius  states  the  army  to 
have  been  almost  twice  as  large  as  that  which  had  fought  in  Kilikia  (iv.  9, 
3) ,  he  gives  the  total  as  200,000  foot,  and  45,000  horse  (iv.  12,  13). 

*  Diodor.  xvii.  53 ;  Curtius,  iv.  9,  2. 

*  Curtius,  iv.  9,  3;  Diodor.  xvii.  53.  Notwithstanding  the  instructive 
note  of  Miitzel  upon  this  passage  of  Curtius, *  *he  mode  in  which  these 
chariots  were  armed  is  not  clear  on  all  points. 
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phernes ;  then  the  Albanians  and  the  Sakesinae.  Darius  him¬ 
self'  was  in  the  centre,  with  the  choice  troops  of  the  army  near 
and  around  him  —  the  Persian  select  Horse-guards,  called  the 
king’s  kinsmen  —  the  Persian  foot-guards,  carrying  pikes  with  a 
golden  apple  at  the  butt-end  —  a  regiment  of  Karians,  or  de¬ 
scendants  of  Karians,  who  had  been  abstracted  from  their  homes 
and  planted  as  colonists  in  the  interior  of  the  empire  —  the  con¬ 
tingent  of  Mardi,  good  archers  —  and  lastly,  the  mercenary 
Greeks,  of  number  unknown,  in  whom  Darius  placed  his  great 
est  confidence. 

Such  was  the  first  or  main  line  of  the  Persians.  In  the  rear 
of  it  stood  deep  masses  of  Babylonians,  —  inhabitants  of  Sittake 
down  to  the  Persian  Gulf  —  Uxians,  from  the  territory  adjoin¬ 
ing  Susiana  to  the  east  —  and  others  in  unknown  multitude. 
In  front  of  it  were  posted  the  scythed  chariots,  with  small  ad¬ 
vanced  bodies  of  cavalry  —  Scythians  and  Baktrians  on  the  left, 
with  one  hundred  chariots  —  Armenians  and  Kappadokians  on 
the  right,  with  fifty  more  —  and  the  remaining  fifty  chariots  in 
front  of  the  centre.1 

Alexander  had  advanced  within  about  seven  miles  of  the 
Fersian  army,  and  four  days’  march  since  his  crossing  the  Tigris 
—  when  he  first  learnt  from  Persian  prisoners  how  near  his 
enemies  were.  He  at  once  halted,  established  on  the  spot  a 
camp  with  ditch  and  stockade,  and  remained  there  for  four  days, 
in  order  that  the  soldiers  might  repose.  On  the  night  of  the 
fourth  day,  he  moved  forward,  yet  leaving  under  guard  in  the 
camp  the  baggage,  the  prisoners,  and  the  ineffectives.  He  be¬ 
gan  his  march,  over  a  range  of  low  elevations  which  divided 


1  The  Persian  battle  order  here  given  by  Arrian  (iii.  11),  is  taken  from 
Aristobulus,  who  affirmed  that  it  was  so  set  down  in  the  official  scheme  of 
the  battle,  drawn  up  by  the  Persian  officers,  and  afterwards  captured  with 
the  baggage  of  Darius.  Though  thus  authentic  as  far  as  it  goes,  it  is  not 
complete,  even  as  to  names  —  while  it  says  nothing  about  numbers  or 
depth  or  extent  of  front.  Several  names,  of  various  contingents  stated  to 
have  been  present  in  the  field,  are  not  placed  in  the  official  return  —  thus 
the  Sogdiani,  the  Arians,  and  the  Indian  mountaineers  are  mentioned  by 
Arrian  as  having  joined  Darius  (iii.  8) ;  the  Kossaeans,  bv  Diodorus  (xvii 
59) ;  the  Sogdiani,  Massagetae,  Belitse,  Kossaeans,  Gortyae,  Phrygians,  and 
Kataonians,  by  Curtius  (iv.  12). 

VOX..  XII. 
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him  from  the  enemy,  hoping  to  approach  and  attack  them  at 
daybreak.  But  his  progress  was  so  retarded,  that  day  broke, 
and  the  tvs  o  armies  first  came  in  sight,  when  he  was  still  on  the 
descending  slope  of  the  ground,  more  than  three  miles  distant. 
On  seeing  the  enemy,  he  halted,  and  called  together  his  princi¬ 
pal  officers,  to  consult  whether  he  should  not  prosecute  his  march 
and  commence  the  attack  forthwith.1  Though  most  of  them 
pronounced  for  the  affirmative,  yet  Parmenio  contended  that  this 
course  would  be  rash  ;  that  the  ground  before  them,  with  all  its 
difficulties,  natural  or  artificial,  was  unknown,  and  that  the  enemy’s 
position,  which  they  now  saw  for  the  first  time,  ought  to  be  care¬ 
fully  reconnoitred.  Adopting  this  latter  view,  Alexander  halt¬ 
ed  for  the  day ;  yet  still  retaining  his  battle  order,  and  forming 
a  new  entrenched  camp,  to  which  the  baggage  and  the  prisoners 
were  now  brought  forward  from  the  preceding  day’s  encamp¬ 
ment.* 8 9  He  himself  spent  the  day,  with  an  escort  of  cavalry  and 
light  troops,  in  reconnoitring  both  the  intermediate  ground  and 
the  enemy,  who  did  not  interrupt  him,  in  spite  of  their  immense 
superiority  in  cavalry.  Parmenio,  with  Polysperchon  and  others, 
advised  him  to  attack  the  enemy  in  the  night ;  which  promised 
some  advantages,  since  Persian  armies  were  notoriously  un¬ 
manageable  by  night,3  and  since  their  camp  had  no  defence. 
But  on  the  other  hand,  the  plan  involved  so  many  disadvantages 
and  perils,  that  Alexander  rejected  it;  declaring  —  with  an  em¬ 
phasis  intentionally  enhanced,  since  he  spoke  in  the  hearing  of 


-  Arrian,  iii.  9,  5-7. 

8  Arrian,  iii.  9,  2-8.  It  is  not  expressly  mentioned  by  Arrian  that  the 
baggage,  etc.  was  brought  forward  from  the  first  camp  to  the  second.  But 
we  see  that  such  must  have  been  the  fact,  from  what  happened  during  the 
battle.  Alexander’s  baggage,  which  was  plundered  by  a  body  of  Persian 
cavalry,  cannot  have  been  so  far  in  the  rear  of  the  army  as  the  distance  of 
the  first  camp  would  require.  This  coincides  also  with  Curtius,  iv.  13,  35 
The  words  eyvu  ano’keineLv  (Arrian,  iii.  9,  2),  indicate  the  contemplation  of 
a  purpose  which  was  not  accomplished  —  cjg  ap?  i/pepg.  npoapi^aL  role 
noXe/uiocc  (iii.  9,  3).  Instead  of  “  coming  into  conflict”  with  the  enemy  at 
break  of  day  —  Alexander  only  arrived  within  sight  of  them  at  break  of 
day  ;  he  then  halted  the  whole  day  and  night  within  sight;  of  their  position ; 
and  naturally  brought  up  his  baggage,  having  no  motive  to  leave  it  so  fat 
in  the  rear. 

1  Xen^ph.  Anabas.  iii.  4,  35. 
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many  others  —  that  he  disdained  the  meanness  of  stealing  a  vic¬ 
tory  ;  that  he  both  would  conquer,  and  could  conquer,  Darius 
fairly  and  in  open  daylight.1  Having  then  addressed  to  his 
officers  a  few  brief  encouragements,  which  met  with  enthusiastic 
response,  he  dismissed  them  to  their  evening  meal  and  repose. 

On  the  next  morning,  he  marshalled  his  army,  consisting  of 
40,000  foot,  and  7000  horse,  in  two  lines.2  The  first  or  main 
line  was  composed,  on  the  right,  of  the  eight  squadrons  of  Com¬ 
panion-cavalry,  each  with  its  separate  captain,  but  all  under  the 
command  of  Phildtas,  son  of  Parmenio.  Next  (proceeding  from 
right  to  left)  came  the  Agema  or  chosen  band  of  the  Hypaspis- 
tae  —  then  the  remaining  Hypaspistae,  under  Nikanor  —  then 
the  phalanx  properly  so  called,  distributed  into  six  divisions, 
under  the  command  of  Koenus,  Perdikkas,  Meleager,  Polysper- 
chon,  Simmias,  and  Kraterus,  respectively.8  Next  on  the  left 
of  the  phalanx,  were  ranged  the  allied  Grecian  cavalry,  Lokrian 
and  Phokian,  Phthiot,  Malians,  and  Peloponnesians ;  after  whom, 
at  the  extreme  left,  came  the  Thessalians  under  Philippus  — 
among  the  best  cavalry  in  the  army,  hardly  inferior  to  the  Mace¬ 
donian  Companions.  As  in  the  two  former  battles,  Alexander 
himself  took  the  command  of  the  right  half  of  the  army,  confid¬ 
ing  the  left  to  Parmenio. 

Behind  this  main  line,  was  placed  a  second  or  body  of  re 
serve,  intended  to  guard  against  attacks  in  the  flanks  and  rear, 
which  the  superior  numbers  of  the  Persians  rendered  probable. 
For  this  purpose,  Alexander  reserved,  —  on  the  right,  the  light 
cavalry  or  Lancers  —  the  Peeonians,  under  Aretes  and  Aristo 
—  half  the  Agrianes,  under  Attalus  —  the  Macedonian  archers, 
under  Brisson  —  and  the  mercenaries  of  old  service,  under  Kle- 
ander ;  on  the  left,  various  bodies  of  Thracian  and  allied  caval¬ 
ry,  under  their  separate  officers.  All  these  different  regiments 
were  held  ready  to  repel  attack  either  in  flank  or  rear.  In 
front  of  the  main  line  were  some  advanced  squadrons  of  cavalry 
and  light  troops  —  Grecian  cavalry,  under  Menidas  on  the  right, 
and  under  Andromachus  on  the  left  —  a  brigade  of  darters  un¬ 
der  Balakrus,  together  with  Agrianian  darters,  and  some  bow- 


1  Arrian,  iii.  10,  3  ;  Curtius,  iv.  13,  4-10.  2  Arrian,  iii.  12,  1-9 

*  Arrian,  ii.  11  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  57  ,  Curtius,  iv.  13,  26-30, 
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men.  Lastly,  the  Thracian  infantry  were  left  to  guard  the 
camp  and  baggage.1 

Forewarned  by  a  deserter,  Alexander  avoided  the  places 
where  iron  spikes  had  been  planted  to  damage  the  Macedonian 
cavalry.2 3  He  himself,  at  the  head  of  the  Royal  Squadron,  on 
the  extreme  right,  led  the  march  obliquely  in  that  direction, 
keeping  his  right  somewhat  in  advance.  As  he  neared  the 
enemy,  he  saw  Darius  himself  with  the  Persian  left  centre  im¬ 
mediately  opposed  to  him  —  Persian  guards,  Indians,  Albanians, 
and  Karians.  Alexander  went  on  inclining  to  the  right,  and 
Darius  stretching  his  front  towards  the  left  to  counteract  this 
movement,  but  still  greatly  outflanking  the  Macedonians  to  the 
left.  Alexander  had  now  got  so  far  to  his  right,  that  he  was  al¬ 
most  beyond  the  ground  levelled  by  Darius  for  the  operations  of 
his  chariots  in  front.  To  check  any  farther  movement  in  this 
direction,  the  Baktrian  1000  horse  and  the  Scythians  in  front  of 
the  Persian  left,  were  ordered  to  make  a  circuit  and  attack  the 
Macedonian  right  flank.  Alexander  detached  against  them  his 
regiment  ofcavalry  under  Menidas,  and  the  action  thus  began.8 

The  Baktrian  horse,  perceiving  the  advance  of  Menidas, 
turned  from  their  circuitous  movement  to  attack  him,  and  at  first 
drove  him  back  until  he  was  supported  by  the  other  advanced 
detachments  —  Paeonians  and  Grecian  cavalry.  The  Baktrian s, 
defeated  in  their  turn,  were  supported  by  the  satrap  Bessus  with 
the  main  body  of  Baktrians  and  Scythians  in  the  left  portion  of 
Darius’s  line.  The  action  was  here  for  some  time  warmly  con¬ 
tested,  with  some  loss  to  the  Greeks ;  who  at  length  however,  by 
a  more  compact  order  against  enemies  whose  fighting  was  broken 
and  desultory,  succeeded  in  pushing  them  out  of  their  place  in 
the  line,  and  thus  making  a  partial  opening  in  it.4 

While  this  conflict  was  still  going  on,  Darius  had  ordered  his 
scythed  chariots  to  charge,  and  his  main  line  to  follow  them,  cal¬ 
culating  on  the  disorder  which  he  expected  that  they  would  occa¬ 
sion.  But  the  chariots  were  found  of  little  service.  The  horses 
were  terrified,  checked,  or  wounded,  by  the  Macedonian  archers 


1  Arrian,  iii.  12,  2-6  ;  Oirtius,  iv.  13,  30-32  j  Diodor.  xvii.  57. 

*  Curtius,  iv.  13,  36  ;  Polyeenus,  iv.  3,  17 

3  Arrian,  iii.  13,  1 — 5. 


4  Arrian,  ii  3,  9. 
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and  darters  in  front ;  who  even  found  means  to  seize  the  reins, 
pull  down  the  drivers,  and  kill  the  horses.  Of  the  hundred  char 
riots  in  Darius’s  front,  intended  to  bear  down  the  Macedonian 
ranks  by  simultaneous  pressure  along  their  whole  line,  many 
were  altogether  stopped  or  disabled ;  some  turned  right  round, 
the  horses  refusing  to  face  the  protended  pikes,  or  being  scared 
with  the  noise  of  pike  and  shield  struck  together ;  some  which 
reached  the  Macedonian  line,  were  let  through  without  mischief 
by  the  soldiers  opening  their  ranks ;  a  few  only  inflicted  wounds 
or  damage.1 

As  soon  as  the  chariots  were  thus  disposed  of,  and  the  Per¬ 
sian  main  force  laid  open  as  advancing  behind  them,  Alexander 
gave  orders  to  the  troops  of  his  main  line,  who  had  hitherto  been 
perfectly  silent,2  to  raise  the  war-shout  and  charge  at  a  quick 
pace ;  at  the  same  time  directing  Aretes  with  the  Paeonians  to 
repel  the  assailants  on  his  right  flank.  He  himself,  discontinu¬ 
ing  his  slanting  movement  to  the  right,  turned  towards  the  Per¬ 
sian  line,  and  dashed,  at  the  head  of  all  the  Companion-cavalry, 
into  that  partial  opening  in  it,  which  had  been  made  by  the  flank 
movement  of  the  Baktrians.  Having  by  this  opening  got  partly 
within  the  line,  he  pushed  straight  towards  the  person  of  Darius  ; 
his  cavalry  engaging  in  the  closest  hand-combat,  and  thrusting 
with  their  short  pikes  at  the  faces  of  the  Persians.  Here,  as  at 


1  About  the  chariots,  Arrian,  iii.  13,  11  ;  Curtius,  iv.  15,  14  ;  Diodor,  xvii 
j7,  58. 

Arrian  mentions  distinctly  onl^  chose  chariots  which  were  launched  on 
Darius’s  left,  immediately  opposite  to  Alexander.  But  it  is  plain  that  the 
chariots  along  the  whole  line  must  have  been  let  off  at  one  and  the  same 
signal  —  which  we  may  understand  as  implied  in  the  words  of  Curtius  — 
11  Ipse  (Darius)  ante  se  falcatos  currus  habebat,  quos  signo  dato  universos 
in  hostem  effudit”  (iv.  14,  3). 

The  scythed  chariots  of  Artaxerxes,  at  the  battle  of  Kunaxa,  did  no  mis 
chief  (Xenoph.  Anab.  i.  8,  10-20).  At  the  battle  of  Magnesia,  gained  by 
me  Romans  (b.  c.  190)  over  the  Syrian  king  Antiochus,  his  chariots  were 
not  only  driven  back,  but  spread  disorder  among  their  own  troops  (Appian, 
Reb.  Syriac.  33). 

2  See  the  remarkable  passage  in  the  address  of  Alexander  to  his  soldiers 
previous  to  the  battle,  about  the  necessity  of  aosolute  silence  until  the  mo¬ 
ment  came  for  the  terrific  war-shout  (Arrian,  iii.  9,  14):  compare  Thucyd 
ii.  89  —  a  similar  direction  from  Phormio  to  the  Athenians 

14* 
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the  Granikus,  the  latter  were  discomposed  by  this  mode  of  fight¬ 
ing —  accustomed  as  they  were  to  rely  on  the  use  of  missiles, 
with  rapid  wheeling  of  the  horse  for  renewed  attack.1  They 
were  unable  to  prevent  Alexander  and  his  cavalry  from  gaining 
ground  and  approaching  nearer  to  Darius ;  while  at  the  same 
time,  the  Macedonian  phalanx  in  front,  with  its  compact  order 
and  long  protended  pikes,  pressed  upon  the  Persian  line  opposed 
to  it.  For  a  short  interval,  the  combat  here  was  close  and  ob¬ 
stinate  ;  and  it  might  have  been  much  prolonged  —  since  the 
best  troops  of  Darius’s  army  —  Greeks,  Karians,  Persian  guards, 
regal  kinsmen,  etc.,  were  here  posted,  —  had  the  king’s  courage 
been  equal  to  that  of  his  soldiers.  But  here,  even  worse  than 
at  Issus,  the  flight  of  the  army  began  with  Darius  himself.  It 
had  been  the  recommendation  of  Cyrus  the  younger,  in  attacking 
the  army  of  his  brother  Artaxerxes  at  Kunaxa,  to  aim  the  main 
blow  at  the  spot  where  his  brother  was  in  person  —  since  he 
well  knew  that  victory  there  was  victory  everywhere.  Having 
already  once  followed  this  scheme  successfully  at  Issus,  Alexan¬ 
der  repeated  it  with  still  more  signal  success  at  Arbela.  Darius, 
who  had  long  been  in  fear,  from  the  time  when  he  first  beheld 
his  formidable  enemy  on  the  neighboring  hills,  became  still  more 
alarmed  when  he  saw  the  scythed  chariots  prove  a  failure,  and 
when  the  Macedonians,  suddenly  breaking  out  from  absolute 
silence  into  an  universal  war-cry,  came  to  close  quarters  with 
his  troops,  pressing  towards  and  menacing  the  conspicuous 
chariot  on  which  he  stood.2 3  The  sight  and  hearing  of  this  ter¬ 
rific  melee ,  combined  with  the  prestige  already  attaching  to 
Alexander’s  name,  completely  overthrew  the  courage  and  self- 
possession  of  Darius.  He  caused  his  chariot  to  be  turned  round, 
and  himself  set  the  example  of  flight.2 


1  Arrian,  iii.  15,  4.  ovre  uKOVTtapy  eri,  ovre  k^e'kiyp.olg  ruv  Imroiv,  tyirtp 
hnropaxiag  6'ikt/,  kxpuvro  —  about  the  Persian  cavalry  when  driven  to 
despair. 

*  Arrian,  iii.  14,  2.  rjye  dpbpoj  re  nai  uXaAayp.0)  Cog  he  avrov  Aapeiov  — 
Diodor.  xvii.  60.  Alexander  perd  rrjg  {JaoiXucfjg  iXrjg  not  -rdv  uXXoiv  to) v 
hupaveararoiv  imreoiv  b7p  avrov  f/.\avve  rbv  Aapeiov. 

3  Arrian,  ii.  14,  3.  Kat  xphov  pev  nva  o?uyov  ev  xePaiv  h  P&XV  kyhero. 
’Hgbe  ol  re  hnreig  oi  dp<p'  ’ A/iiSjavdpov  nal  avrog  ’A ?Jt;avdpog  evpuorutg  he - 
kclvto,  udiapoig  rt  xpupwot,  Kai  role  tvorocg  ra  TTpoaojira  ruv  Ilepauv  noir- 


DARIUS  BEGINS  THE  FUGHT 


II J3 

From  this  moment,  the  battle,  though  it  had  lasted  so  short  a 
time,  was  irreparably  lost.  The  king’s  flight,  followed  of  course  im¬ 
mediately  by  that  of  the  numerous  attendants  around  him,  spread 
dismay  among  all  his  troops,  leaving  them  neither  centre  of  com¬ 
mand,  nor  chief  to  fight  for.  The  best  soldiers  in  his  army, 
being  those  immediately  around  him,  were  under  these  circum¬ 
stances  the  first  to  give  way.  The  fierce  onset  of  Alexander  with 
the  Companion-cavalry,  and  the  unremitting  pressure  of  the 
phalanx  in  front  was  obstructed  by  little  else  than  a  mass  of  dis¬ 
ordered  fugitives.  During  the  same  time,  Aretes  with  his 
Pseonians  had  defeated  the  Baktrians  on  the  right  flank,1  so  that 
Alexander  was  free  to  pursue  the  routed  main  body,  —  which  he 
did  most  energetically.  The  cloud  of  dust  raised  by  the  dense 
multitude  is  said  to  have  been  so  thick,  that  nothing  could  be 
clearly  seen,  nor  could  the  pursuers  distinguish  the  track  taken 
by  Darius  himself.  Amidst  this  darkness,  the  cries  and  noises 
from  all  sides  were  only  the  more  impressive  ;  especially  the 
sound  from  the  whips  of  the  charioteers,  pushing  their  horses  to 
full  speed.2  It  was  the  dust  alone  which  saved  Darius  himself 
from  being  overtaken  by  the  pursuing  cavalry. 

rovre f,  7]  re  (pahayZ  rj  M anedovuir/,  irvuvr/  nai  ralg  napiaaaig  ire(ppiK.via,  ipfie- 
fi'kriKev  rjdri  avroig,  teal  iravra  bpov  r  d,  deiva  nal  rt  a'kai  fjdrj 
Qo (3  e  pu  ovr  i  A  a  p  e  up  toaLvero,  n  p  cb  r  o  g  avr  og  firiorpeipai 
f  (f>  e  v  y  e  v  .  At  Issus,  Arrian  states  that  “  Darius  fled  along  with  the  first” 
(ii.  11,  6);  at  Arbela  here,  he  states  that  u  Darius  was  the  first  to  turn  and 
flee,”  an  expression  yet  stronger  and  more  distinct.  Curtius  and  Diodorus, 
who  seem  here  as  elsewhere  to  follow  generally  the  same  authorities,  give 
details,  respecting  the  conduct  of  Darius,  which  are  not  to  be  reconciled 
with  Arrian,  and  which  are  decidedly  less  credible  than  Arrian’s  narrative. 
The  fact  that  the  two  kings  were  here  (as  at  Issus)  near,  and  probably  visi« 
ble,  to  each  other,  has  served  as  a  basis  for  much  embroidery.  The  state¬ 
ment  that  Darius,  standing  on  his  chariot,  hurled  his  spear  against  the 
advancing  Macedonians  —  and  that  Alexander  also  hurled  his  spear  at 
Darius,  but  missing  him,  killed  the  charioteer — is  picturesque  and 
Homeric,  but  has  no  air  of  reality.  Curtius  and  Diodorus  tell  us  that  this 
fall  of  the  charioteer  was  mistaken  for  the  fall  of  the  king,  and  struck  the 
Persian  army  with  consternation,  causing  them  forthwith  to  take  flight, 
and  thus  ultimately  forcing  Darius  to  flee  a[so  (Diodor.  xvii.  60  ■  Curt.  iv.  15, 
26-32).  But  this  is  noway  probable ;  since  the  real  fight  then  going  on 
was  close,  and  with  hand-weapons.  1  Arrian,  iii.  14,  4. 

2  Diodor.  xvii.  60;  Curtius,  iv.  15,  32,  33.  The  cloud  of  dust,  and  thfi 
noise  of  the  whins,  are  specified  both  by  Diodorus  and  Curtius. 
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While  Alexander  was  thus  fully  successful  on  his  right  and 
centre,  the  scene  on  his  left  under  Parmenio  was  different. 
Mazaeus,  who  commanded  the  Persian  right,  after  launching  his 
scythed  chariots  (which  may  possibly  have  done  more  damage 
than  those  launched  on  the  Persian  left,  though  we  have  no  di¬ 
rect  information  about  them;,  followed  it  up  by  vigorously  charg¬ 
ing  the  Grecian  and  Thessalian  horse  in  his  front,  and  also  by 
sending  round  a  detachment  of  cavalry  to  attack  them  on  their 
left  flank.1  Here  the  battle  was  obstinately  contested,  and  suc¬ 
cess  for  some  time  doubtful.  Even  after  the  flight  of  Darius, 
Parmenio  found  himself  so  much  pressed,  that  he  sent  a  message 
to  Alexander.  Alexander,  though  full  of  mortification  at  relin¬ 
quishing  the  pursuit,  checked  his  troops,  and  brought  them  back 
to  the  assistance  of  his  left,  by  the  shortest  course  across  the 
field  of  battle.  The  two  left  divisions  of  the  phalanx,  under 
Simmais  and  Kraterus,  had  already  stopped  short  in  the  pursuit, 
on  receiving  the  like  message  from  Parmenio ;  leaving  the  other 
four  divisions  to  follow  the  advanced  movement  of  Alexander.2 
Hence  there  arose  a  gap  in  the  midst  of  the  phalanx,  between 
the  four  right  divisions,  and  the  two  left ;  into  which  gap  a 
brigade  of  Indian  and  Persian  cavalry  darted,  galloping  through 
the  midst  of  the  Macedonian  line  to  get  into  the  rear  and  attack 
die  baggage.3  At  first  this  movement  was  successful,  the  guard 
was  found  unprepared,  and  the  Persian  prisoners  rose  at  once  to 
set  themselves  free  ;  though  Sisygambis,  whom  these  prisoners 
were  above  measure  anxious  to  liberate,  refused  to  accept  their 


1  Curtius,  iv.  16,  1  ;  Diodorus,  xvii.  59,  60;  Arrian,  iii.  14,  11.  The  two 
first  authors  are  here  superior  to  Arrian,  who  scarcely  mentions  at  all  this 
vigorous  charge  of  Mazaeus,  though  he  alludes  to  the  effects  produced 
by  it. 

8  Arrian,  iii.  14,  6.  He  speaks  directly  here  only  of  the  ra^ic  under  the 
command  of  Simmais ;  but  it  is  plain  that  what  he  says  must  be  under¬ 
stood  of  the  ra!;i<;  commanded  by  Kraterus  also.  Of  the  six  ra^eig  or 
divisions  of  the  phalanx,  that  of  Kraterus  stood  at  the  extreme  left  —  that 
of  Simmais  (who  commanded  on  this  day  the  ra£if  of  Amyntas  son  of 
Andromenes)  next  to  it  (iii.  11,  16).  If  therefore  the  tci%i<;  of  Simmais  was 
kept  back  from  pursuit,  on  account  of  the  pressure  upon  the  general  Mace* 
donian  left  (iii.  14,6) — a  fortiori,  the  rd£*f  }f  Kraterus  must  have  been 
kept  back  in  like  manner. 

3  Arrian,  iii.  14,  7. 
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aid,  either  from  mistrust  of  their  force,  or  gratitude  for  the  good 
treatment  received  from  Alexander.1  But  while  these  assailante 
were  engaged  in  plundering  the  baggage,  they  were  attacked  in 
the  rear  by  the  troops  forming  the  second  Macedonian  line,  who 
though  at  first  taken  by  surprise,  had  now  had  time  to  face  about 
and  reach  the  camp.  Many  of  the  Persian  brigade  were  thus 
slain,  the  rest  got  off  as  they  could.2 

Mazaeus  maintained  for  a  certain  time  fair  equality,  on  his  owe 
side  of  the  battle,  even  after  the  flight  of  Darius.  But  when,  to 
the  paralyzing  effect  of  that  fact  in  itself,  there  was  added  the 
spectacle  of  its  disastrous  effects  on  the  left  half  of  the  Persian 
army,  neither  he  nor  his  soldiers  could  persevere  with  unabated 
vigor  in  a  useless  combat.  The  Thessalian  and  Grecian  horse, 
on  the  other  hand,  animated  by  the  turn  of  fortune  in  their  favor, 
pressed  their  enemies  with  redoubled  energy  and  at  length  drove 
them  to  flight ;  so  that  Parmenio  was  victor,  on  his  own  side  and 
with  his  own  forces,  before  the  succors  from  Alexander  reached 
him.3 * 5 

In  conducting  those  succors,  on  his  way  back  from  the  pursuit, 
Alexander  traversed  the  whole  field  of  battle,  and  thus  met  face 
to  face  some  of  the  best  Persian  and  Parthian  cavalry,  who  were 
among  the  last  to  retire.  The  battle  was  already  lost,  and  they 
were  seeking  only  to  escape.  As  they  could  not  turn  back,  and 
had  no  chance  for  their  lives  except  by  forcing  their  way  through 
his  Companion-cavalry,  the  combat  here  was  desperate  and  mur- 


1  Curtius,  iv.  15,9-11  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  59.  Curtius  and  Diodorus  repre 

sent  the  brigade  of  cavalry  who  plundered  the  camp  and  rescued  the  pris 
oners,  to  have  been  sent  round  by  Mazaeus  from  the  Persian  right ;  while 

Arrian  states,  more  probably,  that  they  got  through  the  break  accidentally 

left  in  the  phalanx,  and  traversed  the  Macedonian  lines. 

5  Arrian,  iii.  14, 10.  Curtius  represents  this  brigade  as  having  been 
driven  off  by  Aretes  and  a  detachment  sent  expressly  by  Alexander  him 
self.  Diodorus  describes  it  as  if  it  had  not  been  defeated  at  all,  but  had 
ridden  baek  to  Mazaeus  after  plundering  the  baggage.  Neither  of  these 
accounts  is  so  probable  as- that  of  Arrian. 

*  Diodor.  xvii.  60.  'O  Ylapfieviov . j uoAic  erpsiparo  rot>< ;  (3apf3apov£, 

palcGTa  naTairXayivTa^  ry  Kara  tov  Aapelov  (pvyrj.  Curtius,  iv.  16,  4-7. 
“Interim  ad  Mazaeum  fama  superati  regis  pervenerat.  Itaque,  quanquam 
validior  erat,  tamen  fortune  partium  territus,  perculsis  languidius  instabat.” 
Arrian,  iv.  14,  11 ;  iv.  15,  8. 
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derous ;  all  at  close  quarters,  cut  and  thrust  with  hand  weapons 
on  both  sides  contrary  to  the  Persian  custom.  Sixty  of  the  Mace¬ 
donian  cavalry  were  slain  ;  and  a  still  greater  number,  including 
Hephaestion,  Kcenus,  and  Menidas,  were  wounded,  and  Alexan¬ 
der  himself  encountered  great  personal  danger.  He  is  said  to 
have  been  victorious  ;  yet  probably  most  of  these  brave  men 
forced  their  way  through  and  escaped,  though  leaving  many  of 
their  number  on  the  field.1 

Having  rejoined  his  left,  and  ascertained  that  it  was  not  only 
out  of  danger,  but  victorious,  Alexander  resumed  his  pursuit  of 
the  flying  Persians,  in  which  Parmenio  now  took  part.2  The 
host  of  Darius  was  only  a  multitude  of  disorderly  fugitives,  horse 
and  foot  mingled  together.  The  greater  part  of  them  had  taken 
no  share  in  the  battle.  Here,  as  at  Issus,  they  remained  crowd¬ 
ed  in  stationary  and  unprofitable  masses,  ready  to  catch  the  con¬ 
tagion  of  terror  and  to  swell  the  number  of  runaways,  so  soon 
as  the  comparatively  small  proportion  of  real  combatants  in  the 
front  had  been  beaten.  On  recommencing  the  pursuit,  Alexan¬ 
der  pushed  forward  with  such  celerity,  that  numbers  of  the  fugi¬ 
tives  were  slain  or  taken,  especially  at  the  passage  of  the  river 
Lykus  ; 3  where  he  was  obliged  to  halt  for  a  while,  since  his  men 
as  well  as  their  horses  were  exhausted.  At  midnight,  he  again 
pushed  forward,  with  such  cavalry  as  could  follow  him,  to  Ar- 
bela,  in  hopes  of  capturing  the  person  of  Darius.  In  this  he  was 
disappointed,  though  he  reached  Arbela  the  next  day.  Darius 
had  merely  passed  through  it,  leaving  an  undefended  town,  with 
his  bow,  shield,  chariot,  a  large  treasure,  and  rich  equipage,  as 
prey  to  the  victor.  Parmenio  had  also  occupied  without  resist¬ 
ance  the  Persian  camp  near  the  field  of  battle,  capturing  the  bag¬ 
gage,  the  camels,  and  the  elephants.4 


1  Arrian,  iii.  15,  6.  Curtius  also  alludes  to  this  combat;  but  with  many 
particulars  very  different  from  Arrian  (iv.  16,  19-25). 

2  Arrian,  iii.  15,  9. 

3  Arrian,  iii.  15,  10.  Curtius  (iv.  16,  12-18)'  gives  aggravated  details 
about  the  sufferings  of  the  fugitives  in  passing  the  river  Lykus  —  which  are 
probably  founded  on  fact.  But  he  makes  the  mistake  of  supposing  that 
Alexander  had  got  as  far  as  this  river  in  his  first  pursuit,  from  which  he 
was  called  back  to  assist  Parmenio. 

4  Arrian,  iii.  15,  14,  Curtius,  v.  1,  10. 
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To  state  anything  like  positive  numbers  of  slain  or  prisoner^ 
ts  impossible.  According  to  Arrian,  300,000  Persians  were  slain, 
and  many  more  taken  prisoners.  Diodorus  puts  the  slain  at 
90,000,  Curtius  at  40,000.  The  Macedonian  killed  were,  accord¬ 
ing  to  Arrian,  not  more  than  100  —  according  to  Curtius,  300  : 
Diodorus  states  the  slain  at  500,  besides  a  great  number  of 
wounded.2  The  estimate  of  Arrian  is  obviously  too  great  on  one 
side,  and  too  small  on  the  other;  but  whatever  may  be  the  nu¬ 
merical  truth,  it  is  certain  that  the  prodigious  army  of  Darius 
was  all  either  killed,  taken,  or  dispersed,  at  the  battle  of  Arbela. 
No  attempt  to  form  a  subsequent  army  ever  succeeded  ;  we  read 
of  nothing  stronger  than  divisions  or  detachments.  The  miscel¬ 
laneous  contingents  of  this  once  mighty  empire,  such  at  least 
among  them  as  survived,  dispersed  to  their  respective  homes  and 
could  never  be  again  mustered  in  mass. 

The  defeat  of  Arbela  was  in  fact  the  death  blow  of  the  Persian 
empire.  It  converted  Alexander  into  the  Great  King,  and  Da¬ 
rius  into  nothing  better  than  a  fugitive  pretender.  Among  all  the 
causes  of  the  defeat  —  here  as  at  Issus  —  the  most  prominent  and 
indisputable  was  the  cowardice  of  Darius  himself.  Under  a  king 
deficient  not  merely  in  the  virtues  of  a  general,  but  even  in  those 
of  a  private  soldier,  and  who  nevertheless  insisted  on  command¬ 
ing  in  person  —  nothing  short  of  ruin  could  ensue.  To  those 
brave  Persians  whom  he  dragged  into  ruin  along  with  him  and 
who  knew  the  real  facts,  he  must  have  appeared  as  the  betrayer  of 
the  empire.  We  shall  have  to  recall  this  state  of  sentiment,  when 
we  describe  hereafter  the  conspiracy  formed  by  the  Baktrian  sa¬ 
trap  Bessus.  Nevertheless,  even  if  Darius  had  behaved  with  un¬ 
impeachable  courage,  there  is  little  reason  to  believe,  that  the  de¬ 
feat  of  Arbela,  much  less  that  of  Issus,  could  have  been  converted 
into  a  victory.  Mere  immensity  of  number,  even  with  immensity 
'of  space,  was  of  no  efficacy  without  skill  as  well  as  bravery  in  the 
commander.  Three-fourths  of  the  Persian  army  were  mere  spec¬ 
tators,  who  did  nothing,  and  produced  absolutely  no  effect.  The 
flank  movement  against  Alexander’s  right,  instead  of  being  made 
by  some  unemployed  division,  was  so  carried  into  effect,  as  to  dis¬ 
tract  the  Baktrian  troops  from  their  place  in  the  front  line,  and 


1  Arrian,  iii.  15,  16  ;  Curtius,  iv.  16,  27  ,  Diodor.  xvii.  61. 
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thus  to  create  a  fatal  break,  of  which  Alexander  availed  himself 
for  his  own  formidable  charge  in  front.  In  spite  of  amplitude  of 
space  —  the  condition  wanting  at  Issus,  —  the  attacks  of  the  Per* 
sians  on  Alexander’s  flanks  and  rear  were  feeble  and  inefficient. 
After  all,  Darius  relied  mainly  upon  his  front  line  of  battle, 
strengthened  by  the  scythed  chariots ;  these  latter  being  found 
unprofitable,  there  remained  only  the  direct  conflict,  wherein  the 
strong  point  of  the  Macedonians  resided. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  so  far  as  we  can  follow  the  dispositions 
of  Alexander,  they  appear  the  most  signal  example  recorded  in 
antiquity,  of  military  genius  and  sagacious  combination.  He  had 
really  as  great  an  available  force  as  his  enemies,  because  every 
company  in  his  army  was  turned  to  account,  either  in  actual  com¬ 
bat,  or  in  reserve  against  definite  and  reasonable  contingences. 
All  his  successes,  and  this  most  of  all,  were  fairly  earned  by  his 
own  genius  and  indefatigable  effort,  combined  with  the  admirable 
organization  of  his  army.  But  his  good  fortune  was  no  less  con¬ 
spicuous  in  the  unceasing  faults  committed  by  his  enemies.  Ex¬ 
cept  during  the  short  period  of  Memnon’s  command,  the  Persian 
king  exhibited  nothing  but  ignorant  rashness  alternating  with 
disgraceful  apathy ;  turning  to  no  account  his  vast  real  power  of 
resistance  in  detail  —  keeping  back  his  treasures  to  become  the 
booty  of  the  victor  —  suffering  the  cities  which  stoutly  held  out 
to  perish  unassisted  —  and  committing  the  whole  fate  of  the  em¬ 
pire  on  two  successive  occasions,  to  that  very  hazard  which 
Alexander  most  desired. 

The  decisive  character  of  the  vietory  was  manifested  at  once 
by  the  surrender  of  the  two  great  capitals  of  the  Persian  empire 
— Babylon  and  Susa.  To  Babylon,  Alexander  marched  in 
person ;  to  Susa,  he  sent  Philoxenus.  As  he  approached  Baby¬ 
lon,  the  satrap  Mazseus  met  him  with  the  keys  of  the  city ; 
Bagophanes,  collector  of  the  revenue,  decorated  the  road  of* 
march  with  altars,  sacrifices,  and  scattered  flowers ;  while  the 
general  Babylonian  population  and  their  Chaldman  priests 
poured  forth  in  crowds  with  acclamations  and  presents.  Susa 
was  yielded  to  Philoxenus  with  the  same  readiness,  as  Babylon 
to  Alexander.1  The  sum  of  treasure  acquired  at  Babylon  was 


1  Arrian,  iii.  16,  5-11 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  64;  Curtius,  v.  1,  17-20. 
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greaL:  sufficient  to  furnish  a  large  donative  to  the  troops  — 
600  drachms  per  man  to  the  Macedonian  cavalry,  500  to  the 
foreign  cavalry,  200  to  the  Macedonian  infantry,  and  something 
less  to  the  foreign  infantry.1  But  the  treasure  found  and  ap¬ 
propriated  at  Susa  was  yet  greater.  It  is  stated  at  50,000 
talent©2  (=  about  £11,500,000  sterling),  a  sum  which  we  might 
have  deemed  incredible,  if  we  did  not  find  it  greatly  exceeded 
by  what  is  subsequently  reported  about  the  treasures  in  Per- 
sepolis.  Of  this  Susian  treasure  four-fifths  are  said  to  have 
been  in  uncoined  gold  and  silver,  the  remainder  in  golden  Da- 
rics3  ;  the  untouched  accumulations  of  several  preceding  kings, 
who  had  husbanded  them  against  a  season  of  unforeseen  urgency. 
A  moderate  portion  of  this  immense  wealth,  employed  by  Darius 
three  years  earlier  to  push  the  operations  of  his  fleet,  subsidize 
able  Grecian  Officers,  and  organize  anti-Macedonian  resistance 
—  would  have  preserved  both  his  life  and  his  crown. 

Alexander  rested  his  troops  for  more  than  thirty  days  amidst 
the  luxurious  indulgences  of  Babylon.  He  gratified  the  feelings 
of  the  population  and  the  Chaldasan  priests  by  solemn  sacrifices 
to  Belus,  as  well  as  by*  directing  that  the  temple  of  that  god, 
and  the  other  temples  destroyed  in  the  preceding  century  by 
Xerxes,  should  be  rebuilt.4 *  Treating  the  Persian  empire  now 
as  an  established  conquest,  he  nominated  the  various  satraps. 
He  confirmed  the  Persian  Mazseus  in  the  satrapy  of  Babylon, 
but  put  along  with  them  two  Greeks  as  assistants  and  guarantees 
Apollodorus  of  Amphipolis,  as  commander  of  the  military 
force  —  Asklepiodorus  as  collector  of  the  revenue.  He  reward¬ 
ed  the  Persian  traitor  Mithrines,  who  had  surrendered  at  his 
approach  the  strong  citadel  of  Sardis,  with  the  satrapy  of  Arme¬ 
nia.  To  that  of  Syria  and  Phenicia,  he  appointed  Menes,  who 
took  with  him  3000  talents,  to  be  remitted  to  Antipater  for  levy¬ 
ing  new  troops  against  the  Lacedaemonians  in  Peloponnesus.6 


1  Curtius,  v.  1,  45;  Diodor.  xvii.  64. 

2  Arrian  states  this  total  of  50,000  talents  (iii.  16,  12). 

I  have  taken  them  as  Attic  talents ;  if  they  were  iEginaean  talents,  th* 
value  of  them  would  be  greater  in  the  proportion  of  five  to  three. 

3  Curtius,  v.  2,  11 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  66. 

4  Arrian,  iii.  16,  6-9 :  compare  Strabo,  xvi.  p.  738. 

6  Arrian,  iii.  16,  16;  Curtius,  v.  1,  44,  Diodor.  xvii.  64.  Curtius  ana 
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The  march  of  Alexander  from  Babylon  to  Susa  sccupied  twenty 
days ;  an  easy  route  through  a  country  abundantly  supplied. 
At  Susa  he  was  joined  by  Amyntas  son  of  Andromenqs,  with  a 
large  reinforcement  of  about  15,000  men  —  Macedonians,  Greeks, 
and  Thracians.  There  were  both  cavalry  and  infantry  —  and 
what  is  not  the  least  remarkable,  fifty  Macedonian  youths  of 
noble  family,  soliciting  admission  into  Alexander’s  corps  of  pages.* 1 2 * * * * * 
The  incorporation  of  these  new-comers  into  the  army  afforded 
him  the  opportunity  for  remodelling  on  several  points  the  organ¬ 
ization  of  his  different  divisions,  the  smaller  as  well  as  the  larger.’ 

After  some  delay  at  Susa  —  and  after  confirming  the  Persian 
Abulites,  who  had  surrendered  the  city,  in  his  satrapy,  yet  not 
without  two  Grecian  officers  as  guarantees,  one  commanding  the 
military  force,  the  other  governor  of  the  citadel  —  Alexander 
crossed  the  river  Eulaeus  or  Pasitigris,  and  directed  his  march 
to  the  south-east  towards  Persis  proper,  the  ancient  hearth  or 
primitive  seat  from  wffience  the  original  Persian  conquerors  had 
issued.8  Between  Susa  and  Persis  lay  a  mountainous  region 
occupied  by  the  Uxii  —  rude  but  warlike  shepherds,  to  whom 
the  Great  King  himself  had  always  been  obliged  to  pay  a  tribute 


Diodorus  do  not  exactly  coincide  with  Arrian  ;  but  the  discrepancy  here  is 
not  very  important. 

1  Curtius,  v.  1,  42:  compare  Diodor.  xvii.  65;  Arrian,  iii.  16,  18. 

2  Arrian,  iii.  16,  20;  Curtius,  v.  2,  6  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  65.  Respecting  this 

re-organization,  begun  now  at  Susa  and  carried  farther  during  the  next 
year  at  Ekbataua,  see  Rtistow  and  Kochly,  Griechisches  Kriegswesen,  p 

252  seq. 

One  among  the  changes  now  made  was,  that  the  divisions  of  cavalry  — 

which,  having  hitherto  coincided  with  various  local  districts  or  towns  in 

Macedonia,  had  been  officered  accordingly  —  were  re-distributed  and 
mingled  together  (Curtius,  v.  2,  6). 

8  Arrian,  iii.  17,  1.  'A paq  de  tn  "Zovcruv,  kcu  dm/?dc  rbv  JlamTiypTjv  nora- 
fibv,  kpfiaTSkEi  Etg  ttjv  Ovtj'uov  yrjv. 

The  Persian  Susa  was  situated  between  two  rivers;  the  Choaspes  (now 
Kherkha)  on  the  west;  the  Eulaeus  or  Pasitigris,  now  Karun,  on  the  east; 
both  rivers  distinguished  for  excellent  water.  The  Eulaeus  appears  to  have 
been  called  Pasitigris  in  the  lower  part  of  its  course  —  Pliny,  II.  N.  xxxl 
21.  “  Parthorum  reges  ex  Choaspe  et  Eulaeo  tantum  bfbunt.'’ 

Ritter  has  given  an  elaborate  exposition  respecting  these  two  rivers  and 
the  site  of  the  Persian  Susa  (Erdkunde,  part  ix  book  iii.  West-Asien,  p 
291-320. 


ALEXANDER  CONQUERS  THE  UXH. 


*71 


whenever  he  went  from  Susa  to  Persepolis,  being  unabh  with 
his  inefficient  military  organization  to  overcome  the  difficulties 
of  such  a  pass  held  by  an  enemy.  The  Uxii  now  demanded  the 
like  tribute  from  Alexander,  who  replied  by  inviting  them  to 
meet  him  at  their  pass  and  receive  it.  Meanwhile  a  new  and 
little  frequented  mountain  track  had  been  made  known  to  him, 
over  which  he  conducted  in  person  a  detachment  of  troops  so 
rapidly  and  secretly  as  to  surprise  the  mountaineers  in  their 
own  villages.  He  thus  not  only  opened  the  usual  mountain  pass 
for  the  transit  of  his  main  army,  but  so  cut  to  pieces  and  humi¬ 
liated  the  Uxii,  that  they  were  forced  to  sue  for  pardon.  Alex¬ 
ander  was  at  first  disposed  to  extirpate  or  expel  them ;  but  at 
length,  at  the  request  of  the  captive  Sisygambis,  permitted  them 
to  remain  as  subjects  of  the  satrap  of  Susa,  imposing  a  tribute 
of  sheep,  horses,  and  cattle,  the  only  payment  which  their  poverty 
allowed.1 

But  bad  as  the  Uxian  pass  had  been,  there  remained  another 
still  worse  —  called  the  Susian  or  Persian  gates,2 3  in  the  moun¬ 
tains  which  surrounded  the  plain  of  Persepolis,  the  centre  of 
Persis  proper.  Ariobarzanes,  satrap  of  the  province,  held  this 
pass ;  a  narrow  defile  walled  across,  with  mountain  positions  on 
both  sides,  from  whence  the  defenders,  while  out  of  reach  them¬ 
selves,  could  shower  down  missiles  upon  an  approaching  enemy. 
After  four  days  of  march,  Alexander  reached  on  the  fifth  day 
the  Susian  Gates ;  which,  inexpugnable  as  they  seemed,  he  at¬ 
tacked  on  the  ensuing  morning.  In  spite  of  all  the  courage  of 


1  Arrian,  iii.  17 ;  Curtius,  v.  3,  5-12;  Diodor.  xvii.  67  ;  Strabo,  xv.  p.  729. 
It  would  seem  that  the  road  taken  by  Alexander  in  this  march,  was  that 
described  by  Kinneir,  through  Bebahan  and  Kala-Sefid  to  Schiraz  (Geo¬ 
graphical  Memoir  of  the  Persian  Empire,  p.  72).  Nothing  can  exceed  the 
difficulties  of  the  territory  for  military  operation. 

No  certainty  is  attainable,  however,  respecting  the  ancient  geography  of 
these  regions.  Mr.  Long’s  Map  of  Ancient  Persia  shows  how  little  can  be 
made  out. 

3  See  the  instructive  notes  of  Miitzel  —  on  Quintus  Curtius,  v.  10,  3;  and 
v.  12,  17,  discussing  the  topography  of  this  region,  in  so  far  as  it  is  known 
from  modern  travellers.  He  supposes  the  Susian  Gates  to  have  been  near 
Kala-Sefid,  west  of  the  plain  of  Merdasht  or  Persepolis.  Herein  he  dissents 
from  Ritter,  apparently  on  good  grounds,  as  far  as  an  opinion  can  be 
formed. 
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his  soldiers,  however,  he  sustained  loss  without  damaging  his 
enemy,  and  was  obliged  to  return  to  his  camp.  H€  was  inform¬ 
ed  that  there  was  no  other  track  by  which  this  difficult  pass 
could  be  turned ;  but  there  was  a  long  circuitous  march  of  many 
days  whereby  it  might  be  evaded,  and  another  entrance  found 
into  the  plain  of  Persepolis.  To  recede  from  any  enterprise  as 
impracticable,  was  a  humiliation  which  Alexander  had  never  yet 
endured.  On  farther  inquiry,  a  Lykian  captive,  who  had  been 
for  many  years  tending  sheep  as  a  slave  on  the  mountains,  ac¬ 
quainted  him  with  the  existence  of  a  track  known  only  to  him¬ 
self,  whereby  he  might  come  on  the  fiar.k  of  Ariobarzanes. 
Leaving  Kraterus  in  command  of  the  camp,  with  orders  to  at¬ 
tack  the  pass  in  front,  when  he  should  hear  the  trumpet  give 
signal  —  Alexander  marched  forth  at  night  at  the  head  of  a 
light  detachment,  under  the  guidance  of  the  Lykian,  He  had  to 
surmount  incredible  hardship  and  difficulty  —  the  more  so  as  it 
was  mid-winter,  and  the  mountain  was  covered  with  snow ;  yet 
such  were  the  efforts  of  his  soldiers  and  the  rapidity  of  his  move¬ 
ments,  that  he  surprised  all  the  Persian  outposts,  and  came  upon 
Ariobarzanes  altogether  unprepared.  Attacked  as  they  were  at 
the  same  time  by  Kraterus  also,  the  troops  of  the  satrap  were 
forced  to  abandon  the  Gates,  and  were  for  the  most  part  cut  to 
pieces.  Many  perished  in  their  flight  among  the  rocks  and  pre¬ 
cipices  ;  the  satrap  himself  being  one  of  a  few  that  escaped.1 

Though  the  citadel  of  Persepolis  is  described  as  one  of  the 
strongest  of  fortresses,2  yet  after  this  unexpected  conquest  of  a 
pass  hitherto  deemed  inexpugnable,  few  had  courage  to  think  of 
holding  it  against  Alexander.  Nevertheless  Ariobarzanes,  hast¬ 
ening  thither  from  the  conquered  pass,  still  strove  to  organize  a 
defence,  and  at  least  to  carry  off  the  regal  treasure,  which  some 
in  the  town  were  already  preparing  to  pillage.  But  Tiridates 
commander  of  the  garrison,  fearing  the  wrath  of  the  conqueror 
resisted  this,  and  despatched  a  message  entreating  Alexander  to 
hasten  his  march.  Accordingly  Alexander,  at  the  head  of  his 
cavalry,  set  forth  with  the  utmost  speed,  and  arrived  in  time  to 
detain  and  appropriate  the  whole.  Ariobarzanes,  in  a  vain  at 


*  Arrian,  iii.  18,  1-14  Curtius,  v.  4.  10-20 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  68. 

*  Diodor.  xvii.  71. 
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ffempt  to  resist,  was  slain  with  all  his  companions.  Persepolis 
and  Pasargadae  —  the  two  peculiar  capitals  of  the  Persian  race, 
the  latter  memorable  as  containing  the  sepulchre  of  Cyrus  the 
Great  —  both  fell  into  the  hands  of  the  conqueror.1 

On  approaching  Persepolis,  the  compassion  of  the  army  was 
powerfully  moved  by  the  sight  of  about  800  Grecian  captives, 
all  of  them  mutilated  in  some  frightful  and  distressing  way,  by 
loss  of  legs,  arms,  eyes,  ears,  or  some  other  bodily  members. 
Mutilation  was  a  punishment  commonly  inflicted  in  that  age  by 
Oriental  governors,  even  by  such  as  were  not  accounted  cruel. 
Thus  Xenophon,  in  eulogizing  the  rigid  justice  of  Cyrus  the 
younger,  remarks  that  in  the  public  roads  of  his  satrapy,  men 
were  often  seen  who  had  been  deprived  of  their  arms  or  legs,  or 
otherwise  mutilated,  by  penal  authority.2 * * * * *  Many  of  these  maim¬ 
ed  captives  at  Persepolis  were  old,  and  had  lived  for  years  in 
their  unfortunate  condition.  They  had  been  brought  up  from 
various  Greek  cities  by  order  of  some  of  the  preceding  Persian 
kings ;  but  on  what  pretences  they  had  been  thus  cruelly  dealt 
with,  we  are  not  informed.  Alexander,  moved  to  tears  at  such  a 
spectacle,  offered  to  restore  them  to  their  respective  homes,  with 
a  comfortable  provision  for  the  future.  But  most  of  them  felt  so 
ashamed  of  returning  to  their  homes,  that  they  entreated  to  be 
allowed  to  remain  all  together  in  Persis,  with  lands  assigned  to 
them,  and  with  dependent  cultivators  to  raise  produce  for  them. 
Alexander  granted  their  request  in  the  fullest  measure,  confer¬ 
ring  besides  upon  each  an  ample  donation  of  money,  clothing, 
and  cattle.8 


1  Arrian,  iii.  18,  16  ;  Curtius,  v.  4,  5:  Diodor.  xvii.  69. 

2  Xenoph.  Anabas.  i.  9,  13.  Similar  habits  have  always  prevailed  among 

Orientals.  “  The  most  atrocious  part  of  the  Mohammedan  system  of  punish¬ 
ment,  is,  that  which  regards  theft  and  robbery.  Mutilation,  by  cutting  off 
the  hand  or  the  foot,  is  the  prescribed  remedy  for  all  higher  degrees  of  the 
offence”  (Mill,  History  of  British  India,  book  iii.  ch.  5.  p.  447). 

“  Tippoo  Saib  used  to  cut  off  the  right  hands  and  noses  of  the  British 
camp-followers  that  fell  into  his  hands”  (Elphinstone,  Hist,  of  India,  vol. i. 
p.  380.  ch.  xi.). 

A  recent  traveller  notices  the  many  mutilated  persons,  female  as  well  as 
male,  who  are  to  be  seen  in  the  northern  part  of  Scinde  (Burton,  Scenes  in 

Scinde,  vol.  ii.  p.  281). 

*  Diodor.  xvii.  69  j  Curtius,  v.  5;  Justin,  xi.  14.  Arrian  does  not  men 
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The  sight  of  these  mutilated  Greeks  was  well  calculated  to 
excite  not  merely  sympathy  for  them,  but  rage  against  the  Per¬ 
sians,  in  the  bosoms  of  all  spectators.  Alexander  seized  this 
opportunity,  as  well  for  satiating  the  anger  and  cupidity  of  his 
soldiers,  as  for  manifesting  himself  in  his  self-assumed  character 
of  avenger  of  Greece  against  the  Persians,  to  punish  the  wrongs 
done  by  Xerxes  a  century  and  a  half  before.  He  was  now 
amidst  the  native  tribes  and  seats  of  the  Persians,  the  descend¬ 
ants  of  those  rude  warriors  who,  under  the  first  Cyrus,  had  over¬ 
spread  Western  Asia  from  the  Indus  to  the  iEgean.  In  this 
their  home  the  Persian  kings  had  accumulated  their  national 
edifices,  their  regal  sepulchres,  the  inscriptions  commemorative 
of  their  religious  or  legendary  sentiment,  with  many  trophies 
and  acquisitions  arising  out  of  their  conquests.  For  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Great  King’s  empire,  Babylon,  or  Susa,  or  Ekba- 
tana,  were  more  central  and  convenient  residences ;  but  Perse- 
polis  was  still  regarded  as  the  heart  of  Persian  nationality.  It 
was  the  chief  magazine,  though  not  the  only  one,  of  those  an¬ 
nual  accumulations  from  the  imperial  revenue,  which  each  king 
successively  increased,  and  which  none  seems  to  have  ever  dimin 
ished.  Moreover,  the  Persian  grandees  and  officers,  who  held 
the  lucrative  satrapies  and  posts  of  the  empire,  were  continually 
sending  wealth  home  to  Persis,  for  themselves  or  their  relatives. 

tion  these  mutilated  captives  ;  but  I  see  no  reason  to  mistrust  the  deposi¬ 
tion  of  the  three  authors  by  whom  it  is  certified.  Curtius  talks  of  4000 
captives ;  the  other  two  mention  800.  Diodorus  calls  them  — vno 
tC)v  nporepov  (3am?i£uv  dvdararoi  yeyovore?,  buranoaLOL  p'ev  ox^dbu  rbv 
aeitipbv  ovreg,  Tal<;  <F  t/Xik.i(U(;  oi  TrAeictToi  pev  yeyrjpaKoreg,  TjKpwTr/pia(Tp£voi 
le  navrec,  etc.  Some  uvapiraaroi  irpb<;  fiacsikia  61b,  crotpiav  are  noticed  in 
Xenoph.  Mem.  iv.  2,  33  ;  compare  Herodot.  iii.  93  ;  iv.  204.  I  have  already 
mentioned  the  mutilation  of  the  Macedonian  invalids,  taken  at  Issus  by 
Darius. 

Probably  these  Greek  captives  were  mingled  with  a  number  of  other 
captives,  Asiatics  and  others,  who  had  been  treated  in  the  same  manner. 
None  but  the  Greek  captives  would  be  likely  to  show  themselves  to  Alex¬ 
ander  and  his  army,  because  none  but  they  would  calculate  on  obtaining 
sympathy  from  an  army  of  Macedonians  and  Greeks.  It  would  have  been 
interesting  to  know  who  these  captives  were,  or  how  they  came  to  be  thus 
cruelly  used.  The  two  persons  among  them,  named  by  Curtius  as  spokes¬ 
men  in  the  interview  with  Alexander,  are  —  Euktemon,  a  Kymasan —  and 
Thosetfitus,  an  Athenian. 
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We  may  therefore  reasonably  believe  what  we  find  asserted, 
that  Persepolis  possessed  at  this  time  more  wealth,  public  and 
private,  than  any  place  within  the  range  of  Grecian  or  Macedo¬ 
nian  knowledge.1 

Convening  his  principal  officers,  Alexander  denounced  Perse¬ 
polis  as  the  most  hostile  of  all  Asiatic  cities,  —  the  home  of  those 
impious  invaders  of  Greece,  whom  he  had  come  to  attack.  He 
proclaimed  his  intention  of  abandoning  it  to  be  plundered,  as 
well  as  of  burning  the  citadel.  In  this  resolution  he  persisted, 
notwithstanding  the  remonstrance  of  Parmenio,  who  reminded 
him  that  the  act  would  be  a  mere  injury  to  himself  by  ruining 
his  own  property,  and  that  the  Asiatics  would  construe  it  as 
evidence  of  an  intention  to  retire  speedily,  without  founding  any 
permanent  dominion  in  the  country.2  After  appropriating  the 
regal  treasure  —  to  the  alleged  amount  of  120,000  talents  in 
gold  and  silver  =  £27,600,000  sterling  3  —  Alexander  set  fire 


1  Diodor.  xvii.  70.  7rAoi><Kwrur?7f  ovar/g  tuv  vi ro  tov  r/hiov,  etc.  Curtius, 
v.  6,  2,  3. 

2  Arrian,  iii.  18,18;  Diodor.  xvii.  70;  Curtins,  v.  6  1 ;  Strabo,  xv.  p.  731. 

3  This  amount  is  given  both  by  Diodorus  (xvii.  71)  and  by  Curtius  (v.  6, 
9).  We  see  however  from  Strabo  that  there  were  different  statements  aa 
to  the  amount.  Such  overwhelming  figures  deserve  no  confidence  upon 
any  evidence  short  of  an  official  return.  At  the  same  time,  we  ought  to 
expect  a  very  great  sum,  considering  the  long  series  of  years  that  had  been 
spent  in  amassing  it.  Alexander’s  own  letters  (Plutarch,  Alex.  37)  stated 
that  enough  was  carried  away  to  load  10,000  mule  carts  and  5000  camels. 

To  explain  the  fact,  of  a  large  accumulated  treasure  in  the  Persian  capi¬ 
tals,  it  must  be  remarked,  that  what  we  are  accustomed  to  consider  as 
expenses  of  government,  were  not  defrayed  out  of  the  regal  treasure.  The 
military  force,  speaking  generally,  was  not  paid  by  the  Great  King,  but 
summoned  by  requisition  from  the  provinces,  upon  which  the  cost  of  main¬ 
taining  the  soldiers  fell,  over  and  above  the  ordinary  tribute.  The  king’s 
numerous  servants  and  attendants  received  no  pay  in  money,  but  in 
kind  ,  provisions  for  maintaining  the  court  with  its  retinue  were  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  provinces,  over  and  above  the  tribute.  See  Herodot. 
i.  192;  and  iii.  91  —  and  a  good  passage  of  Heeren,  setting  forth  the  small 
public  disbursement  out  of  the  regal  treasure,  in  his  account  of  the  internal 
constitution  of  the  ancient  Persian  Empire  (Ideen  fiber  die  Politik  und 
den  Yerkehr  der  Volker  der  alten  Welt,  part  i.  Abth.  1.  p.  511-519). 

Respecting  modern  Persia,  Jaubert  remarks  (Voyage  en  Arm&iie  et  en 
Perse,  Paris,  1821,  p.  272,  ch.  30)  — “  Si  les  sommes  que  l’o  nverse  dans  le 
titsor  du  Shah  ne  sont  pas  exorbitantes,  comparativement  &  l’lntendue  et 
t  la  population  de  la  Terse,  elles  n’en  sortent  pas  non  plus  que  pour  des 
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to  the  citadel.  A  host  of  mules,  with  5000  camels,  were  sent 
for  from  Mesopotamia  and  elsewhere,  to  carry  off  this  prodigious 
treasure ;  the  whole  of  which  was  conveyed  out  of  Persis  pro¬ 
per,  partly  to  be  taken  along  with  Alexander  himself  in  his  ulte¬ 
rior  marches,  partly  to  be  lodged  in  Susa  and  Ekbatana.  Six 
thousand  talents  more,  found  in  Pasargadse,  were  added  to  the 
spoil.1  The  persons  and  property  of  the  inhabitants  were  aban¬ 
doned  to  the  license  of  the  soldiers,  who  obtained  an  immense 
booty,  not  merely  in  gold  and  silver,  but  also  in  rich  clothing, 
furniture,  and  ostentatious  ornaments  of  every  kind.  The  male 
inhabitants  were  slain,2  the  females  dragged  into  servitude ;  ex¬ 
cept  such  as  obtained  safety  by  flight,  or  burned  themselves  with 
their  property  in  their  own  houses.  Among  the  soldiers  them¬ 
selves,  much  angry  scrambling  took  place  for  the  possession  of 
precious  articles,  not  without  occasional  bloodshed.3  As  soon  as 


depenses  indispensables  qui  n’en  absorbent  pas  la  moitie.  Le  reste  est  con 
verti  en  lingots,  en  pierreries,  et  en  divers  objets  d’une  grande  valeur  et 
d’un  transport  facile  en  cas  d’evhnement :  ce  qui  doit  suffire  pour  emp^cher 
qu’on  ne  trouve  exageres  les  rapports  que  tous  les  voyageurs  ont  faits  de  la 
magnificence  de  la  cour  de  Perse.  Les  Perses  sont  assez  clairvoyans  pour 
penetrer  les  motifs  r^els  qui  portent  Futteh  Ali  Shah  a  th^sauriser.” 

When  Nadir-Shah  conquered  the  Mogul  Emperor  Mohammed,  and 
entered  Delhi  in  1739,  —  the  imperial  treasure  and  effects  which  fell  into 
his  hands  is  said  to  have  amounted  to  £32,000,000  sterling,  besides  heavy 
contributions  levied  on  the  inhabitants  (Mill,  History  of  British  India,  vol. 
li.  B.  iii.  ch.  4,  p.  403).  —  Runjeet  Sing  left  at  his  death  (1839)  a  treasure 
of  £8,000,000  sterling :  with  jewels  and  other  effects  to  several  millions 
more.  [The  Punjaub,  by  Col.  Steinbach.'p.  16.  London,  1845]. 

Mr.  Mill  remarks  in  another  place,  that  “  in  Hindostan,  gold,  silver,  and 
gems  are  most 'commonly  hoarded,  and  not  devoted  to  production  ”  (vol.  i. 
p.  254,  B.  ii.  ch.  5). 

Herodotus  (iii.  96)  tells  us  that  the  gold  and  silver  brought  to  the  Per¬ 
sian  regal  treasure  was  poured  in-  a  melted  state  into  earthern  vessels ; 
when  it  cooled,  the  earthern  vessel  was  withdrawn,  and  the  solid  metallic 
mass  left  standing;  a  portion  of  it  was  cut  off  when  occasion  required  for 
disbursements.  This  practice  warrants  the  supposition  that  a  large  por¬ 
tion  of  it  was  habitually  accumulated,  and  not  expended. 

1  Arrian,  iii.  18,  17.  He  does  not  give  the  amount  which  I  transcribe  from 
Curtius,  v.  6,  10. 

*  Diodor.  xvii.  70.  Oi  Ma/cedovef  ETrrjecrav,  roix;  p.tv  dvdpa^  ’kuvto.q  <f>ovt*' 
wreg,  tu£  de  KTT}aei<;  dcapTrd&vrec,  etc.  Cnrtius,  v.  6,  6. 

•  Diodor.  xvii.  70,  71 ;  Curtius,  v.  6,  3-7.  These  two  author'  concur  in 
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their  ferocity  and  cupidity  had  been  satiated,  Alexander  arrest¬ 
ed  the  massacre.  His  encouragement  and  sanction  of  it  was  no* 
a  burst  of  transient  fury,  provoked  by  unexpected  length  of  re¬ 
sistance,  such  as  the  hanging  of  the  2000  Tyrians  and  the  drag¬ 
ging  of  Batis  at  Gaza  —  but  a  deliberate  proceeding,  intended 
partly  as  a  recompense  and  gratification  to  the  soldiery,  but  stiL 
more  as  an  imposing  manifestation  of  retributive  vengeance 
against  the  descendants  of  the  ancient  Persian  invaders.  In  his 
own  letters  seen  by  Plutarch,  Alexander  described  the  massacre 
of  the  native  Persians  as  having  been  ordered  by  him  on  grounds 
of  state  policy.* 1 * * * * * * * 

As  it  was  now  winter  or  very  early  spring,  he  suffered  his 
main  army  to  enjoy  a  month  or  more  of  repose  at  or  near  Per 
sepolis.  But  he  himself,  at  the  head  of  a  rapidly  moving  divi¬ 
sion,  traversed  the  interior  of  Persis  proper ;  conquering  or  re¬ 
ceiving  into  submission  the  various  towns  and  villages.9  The 
greatest  resistance  which  he  experienced  was  offered  by  the 


the  main  features  of  the  massacre  and  plunder  in  Persepolis,  permitted  to 
the  soldiers  of  Alexander.  Arrian  does  not  mention  it ;  he  mentions  only 
the  deliberate  resolution  of  Alexander  to  burn  the  palace  or  citadel,  out  of 
revenge  on  the  Persian  name.  And  such  feeling,  assuming  it  to  exist, 
would  also  naturally  dictate  the  general  license  to  plunder  and  massacre. 
Himself  entertaining  such  vindictive  feeling,  and  regarding  it  as  legitimate, 
Alexander  would  either  presume  it  to  exist,  or  love  to  kindle  it,  in  his  sol¬ 
diers  ;  by  whom  indeed  the  license  to  plunder  would  be  sufficiently  wel¬ 
comed,  with  or  without  any  antecedent  sentiment  of  vengeance. 

The  story  (told  by  Diodorus,  Curtius,  and  Plutarch,  Alex.  38;  that 
Alexander,  in  the  drunkenness  of  a  banquet,  was  first  instigated  by  the 
courtesan  Thais  to  set  fire  to  the  palace  of  Persepolis,  and  accompanied 
her  to  begin  the  conflagration  with  his  own  hand  —  may  perhaps  be  so  far 
true,  that  he  really  showed  himself  in  the  scene  and  helped  in  the  burning. 
But  that  his  resolution  to  burn  was  deliberately  taken,  and  even  maintained 
against  the  opposition  of  esteemed  officers,  is  established  on  the  authority 
of  Arrian. 

1  Plutarch,  Alexand.  37.  $ovov  phv  ovv  evravda  Tro?ii)v  rfiv  ctXtoKOfievcjv 

yeveadcu  ovvemoe'  y  p  a  q>  e  i  yap  avro f,  vopi^uv  ai)i(p  tovto 

Tivoire?.  eiv  ktieWevev  unoctiuTTEcdai.  r  ov  f  av  p  u  n  o  v  f 

vofiiaparoq  6e  Evptlv  ir'Xfp&o^  ooov  kv  2uvaoig,  rr/v  de  uXKtjv  KaraaKEV-pv  na\ 

tov  ttXovtov  EKKOfuodyvai  (prjai  pvpiou ;  opLKol f  ^svysci,  nai  it evTa/ci(7Xc2.iai{ 

KaptyoLq,  That  farav&a  means  Persepolis,  is  shown  by  the  immediately 

following  comparison  with  the  treasure  found  at  Susa. 

*  Diod.  xvii.  73  j  Curtius,  v.  6,  12-20. 
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rude  and  warlike  tribe  called  the  Mardi ;  but  worse  than  any 
enemy  was  the  severity  of  the  season  and  the  rugged  destitution 
of  a  frozen  country.  Neither  physical  difficulties,  however,  nor 
human  enemies,  could  arrest  the  march  of  Alexander.  He  re¬ 
turned  from  his  expedition,  complete  master  of  Persis ;  and  in 
the  spring,  quitted  that  province  with  his  whole  army,  to  follow 
Darius  into  Media.  He  left  only  a  garrison  of  3000  Macedo¬ 
nians  at  Persepolis,  preserving  to  Tiridates,  who  had  surrender¬ 
ed  to  him  the  place,  the  title  of  satrap.1 

Darius  was  now  a  fugitive,  with  the  mere  title  of  king,  and 
with  a  simple  body-guard  rather  than  an  army.  On  leaving 
Arbela  after  the  defeat,  he  had  struck  in  an  easterly  direction 
across  the  mountains  into  Media ;  having  only  a  few  attendants 
round  him,  and  thinking  himself  too  happy  to  preserve  his  own 
life  from  an  indefatigable  pursuer.'2  He  calculated  that,  once 
across  these  mountains,  Alexander  would  leave  him  for  a  time 
unmolested,  in  haste  to  march  southward  for  the  purpose  of  ap¬ 
propriating  the  great  and  real  prizes  of  the  campaign  —  Baby¬ 
lon,  Susa,  and  Persepolis.  The  last  struggles  of  this  ill-starred 
prince  will  be  recounted  in  another  chapter. 


CHAPTER  XCIY. 

MILITARY  OPERATIONS  AND  CONQUESTS  OF  ALEXANDER,  AF¬ 
TER  HIS  WINTER-QUARTERS  IN  PERSIS,  DOWN  TO  HiS  DEATH 
AT  BABYLON. 

From  this  time  forward  to  the  close  of  Alexander’s  life  —  a 
period  of  about  seven  years  —  his  time  was  spent  in  conquering 
the  eastern  half  of  the  Persian  empire,  together  with  various  in¬ 
dependent  tribes  lying  beyond  its  extreme  boundary.  But 


1  Curtius,  v.  6, 11. 


2  Arrian,  iii.  16,  1-4. 
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neither  Greece,  nor  Asia  Minor,  nor  any  of  liis  previous  west¬ 
ern  acquisitions,  was  he  ever  destined  to  see  again. 

Now,  in  regard  to  the  history  of  Greece  —  the  subject  of 
these  volumes  —  the  first  portion  of  Alexander’s  Asiatic  cam¬ 
paigns  (from  his  crossing  the  Hellespont  to  the  conquest  of  Per¬ 
sia,  a  period  of  four  years,  March  334  b.  c.,  to  March  330  b.  c.), 
though  not  of  direct  bearing,  is  yet  of  material  importance. 
Having  in  his  first  year  completed  the  subjugation  of  the  Hellenic 
world,  he  had  by  these  subsequent  campaigns  absorbed  it  as  a  small 
fraction  into  the  vast  Persian  empire,  renovated  under  his  impe¬ 
rial  sceptre.  He  had  accomplished  a  result  substantially  the  same 
as  would  have  been  brought  about  if  the  invasion  of  Greece  by 
Xerxes,  destined,  a  century  and  a  half  before,  to  incorporate 
Greece  with  the  Persian  monarchy,  had  succeeded  instead  of  fail¬ 
ing.1  Towards  the  kings  of  Macedonia  alone,  the  subjugation  of 
Greece  would  never  have  become  complete,  so  long  as  she  could 
receive  help  from  the  native  Persian  kings,  who  were  perfectly 
adequate  as  a  countervailing  and  tutelary  force,  had  they  known 
how  to  play  their  game.  But  all  hope  for  Greece  from  without 
was  extinguished,  when  Babylon,  Susa,  and  Persepolis  became 
subject  to  the  same  ruler  as  Pella  and  Amphipolis  —  and  that 
ruler  too,  the  ablest  general,  and  most  insatiate  aggressor,  of  his 
age ;  to  whose  name  was  attached  the  prestige  of  success  almost 
superhuman.  Still,  against  even  this  overwhelming  power,  some 
of  the  bravest  of  the  Greeks  at  home  tried  to  achieve  their  libe¬ 
ration  with  the  sword :  we  sliall  see  presently  how  sadly  the  at¬ 
tempt  miscarried. 

But  though  the  first  four  years  of  Alexander’s  Asiatic  expe¬ 
dition,  in  which  he  conquered  the  Western  half  of  the  Persian 
empire,  had  thus  an  important  effect  on  the  condition  and  desti¬ 
nies  of  the  Grecian  cities  —  his  last  seven  years,  on  which  we 
are  now  about  to  enter,  employed  chiefly  in  conquering  the  East¬ 
ern  half,  scarcely  touched  these  cities  in  any  way.  The  stupen¬ 
dous  marches  to  the  rivers  Jaxartes,  Indus,  and  Hyphasis,  which 


1  Compare  the  language  addressed  by  Alexander  to  his  weary  soldiers, 
on  the  banks  of  the  Hyphasis  (Arrian,  v.  26),  with  that  which  Herodotus 
puts  into  the  mouth  of  Xerxes,  when  announcing  his  intended  expedition 
against  Greece  (Herodot.  vii.  8). 
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carried  his  victorious  arms  over  so  wide  a  space  of  Central  Asia, 
not  only  added  nothing  to  his  power  over  the  Greeks,  but  even 
withdrew  him  from  all  dealings  with  them,  and  placed  him  al¬ 
most  beyond  their  cognizance.  To  the  historian  of  Greece, 
therefore,  these  latter  campaigns  can  hardly  be  regarded  as  in¬ 
cluded  within  the  range  of  his  subject.  They  deserve  to  be  told, 
as  examples  of  military  skill  and  energy,  and  as  illustrating  the 
character  of  the  most  illustrious  general  of  antiquity  —  one  who, 
though  not  a  Greek,  had  become  the  master  of  all  Greeks.  But 
I  shall  not  think  it  necessary  to  recount  them  in  any  detail,  like 
the  battles  of  Issus  and  Arbela. 

About  six  or  seven  months  had  elapsed  from  the  battle  of  Ar¬ 
bela  to  the  time  when  Alexander  prepared  to  quit  his  most  re¬ 
cent  conquest  —  Persis  proper.  During  all  this  time,  Darius 
had  remained  at  Ekbatana,1  the  chief  city  of  Media,  clinging  to 
the  hope,  that  Alexander,  when  possessed  of  the  three  southern 
capitals  and  the  best  part  of  the  Persian  empire,  might  have 
reached  the  point  of  satiation,  and  might  leave  him  unmolested 
in  the  more  barren  East.  As  soon  as  he  learnt  that  Alexander 
was  in  movement  towards  him,  he  sent  forward  his  harem  and 
his  baggage  to  Hyrkania,  on  the  south-eastern  border  of  the 
Caspian  sea.  Himself,  with  the  small  force  around  him,  follow¬ 
ed  in  the  same  direction,  carrying  off  the  treasure  in  the  city 
(7000  talents  =£1,610,000  in  amount),  and  passed  through  the 
Caspian  Gates  into  the  territory  of  Parthyene.  His  only  chance 
was  to  escape  to  Baktria  at  the  eastern  extremity  of  the  empire, 
ruining  the  country  in  his  way  for  the  purpose  of  retarding  pur- 


1  I  see  no  reason  for  doubting  that  the  Ekbatana  here  meant  is  the  mod 
ern  Hamadan.  See  a  valuable  Appendix  added  by  Dr.  Thirlwall  to  the 
sixth  volume  of  his  History  of  Greece,  in  which  this  question  is  argued 
against  Mr.  Williams. 

Sir  John  Malcolm  observes  —  “  There  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  any  roads 
in  Persia;  nor  are  they  much  required,  for  the  use  of  wheel  carriages  has 
not  yet  been  introduced  into  that  kingdom.  Nothing  can  be  more  rugged 
and  difficult  than  the  paths  which  have  been  cut  over  the  mountains  by 
which  it  is  bounded  and  intersected”  (eh.  xxiv.  vol.  ii.  p.  525). 

In  this  respect,  indeed,  as  in  others,  the  modorn  state  of  Persia  must  be 
inferior  to  the  ancient ;  witness  the  description  given  by  Herodotus  of  the 
road  between  Sardis  and  Susa. 
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suers.  But  this  chance  diminished  every  day,  from  desertion 
among  his  few  followers,  and  angry  disgust  among  many  who 
remained.1 

Eight  days  after  Darius  had  quitted  Ekbatana,  Alexander 
entered  it.  How  many  days  had  been  occupied  in  his  march 
from  Persepolis,  we  cannot  say :  in  itself  a  long  march,  it  had 
been  farther  prolonged,  partly  by  the  necessity  of  subduing  the 
intervening  mountaineers  called  Parsetakeni,2  partly  by  rumors 
exaggerating  the  Persian  force  at  Ekbatana,  and  inducing  him 
to  advance  with  precaution  and  regular  array.  Possessed  of 
Ekbatana  —  the  last  capital  stronghold  of  the  Persian  kings,  and 
their  ordinary  residence  during  the  summer  months  —  he  halted 
to  rest  his  troops,  and  establish  a  new  base  of  operations  for  his 
future  proceedings  eastward.  He  made  Ekbatana  his  principal 
depot ;  depositing  in  the  citadel,  under  the  care  of  Harpalus  as 
treasurer,  with  a  garrison  of  6000  or  7000  Macedonians,  the  ac¬ 
cumulated  treasures  of  his  past  conquests,  out  of  Susa  and  Per¬ 
sepolis  ;  amounting,  we  are  told,  to  the  enormous  sum  of  180,- 
000  talents  =  £41,400,000  sterling.3  Parmenio  was  invested 
with  the  chief  command  of  this  important  post,  and  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  force  left  in  Media ;  of  which  territory  Oxodates,  a  Persian 
who  had  been  imprisoned  at  Susa  by  Darius,  was  named  sa¬ 
trap.4 

At  Ekbatana  Alexander  was  joined  by  a  fresh  force  of  6000 
Grecian  mercenaries,5  who  had  marched  from  Kilikia  into  the 
interior,  probably  crossing  the  Euphrates  and  Tigris  at  the  same 
points  as  Alexander  himself  had  crossed.  Hence  he  was  ena¬ 
bled  the  better  to  dismiss  his  Thessalian  cavalry,  with  other 
Greeks  who  had  been  serving  during  his  four  years  of  Asiatic 
war,  and  who  now  wished  to  go  home.6  He  distributed  among 
them  the  sum  of  2000  talents  in  addition  to  their  full  pay,  and 


1  Arrian,  iii.  19,  2-9;  iii.  20,  3.  *  Arrian,  iii.  19,  5. 

3  Arrian,  iii.  19,  14;  Diodor.  xvii.  80.  Diodorus  had  before  stated  (xvii. 
66,  71)  the  treasure  in  Susa  as  being  49,000  talents,  and  that  in  Persepolis 
as  120,000.  Arrian  announces  the  treasure  in  Susa  as  50,000  talents— > 
Curtius  gives  the  uncoined  gold  and  silver  alone  as  50,000  talents  (  v  8, 

11).  The  treasure  of  both  places  was  transported  to  Ekbatana. 

4  Arrian,  iii.  20,  4.  8  Curtius,  v.  23,  12. 

*  Arrian,  iii.  19,  10  compare  v.  27,  7. 
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gave  them  the  price  of  their  horses,  which  they  sold  before  de 
parture.  The  operations  which  he  was  now  about  tc  commence 
against  the  eastern  territories  of  Persia  were  not  against  regular 
armies,  but  against  flying  corps  and  distinct  native  tribes,  rely¬ 
ing  for  defence  chiefly  on  the  difficulties  which  mountains,  des¬ 
erts,  privation,  or  mere  distance,  would  throw  in  the  way  of  an 
assailant.  For  these  purposes  he  required  an  increased  number 
of  light  troops,  and  was  obliged  to  impose  even  upon  his  heavy¬ 
armed  cavalry  the  most  rapid  and  fatiguing  marches,  such  as 
none  but  his  Macedonian  Companions  would  have  been  content¬ 
ed  to  execute ;  moreover  he  was  called  upon  to  act  less  with 
large  masses,  and  more  with  small  and  broken  divisions.  He 
now  therefore  for  the  first  time  established  a  regular  Taxis,  or 
division  of  horse-bowmen.1 

Remaining  at  Ekbatana  no  longer  than  was  sufficient  for  these 
new  arrangements,  Alexander  re-commenced  his  pursuit  of  Da¬ 
rius.  He  hoped  to  get  before  Darius  to  the  Caspian  Gates,  at 
the  north-eastern  extremity  of  Media ;  by  which  Gates2  was  un- 


'  Arrian,  iii.  24,  1  f/Sr/  yap  avrip  nal  'nrnaKOvTLOTal  }jcav  raftc. 

See  the  remarks  of  Riistow  and  Kochly  upon  the  change  made  by  Alex¬ 
ander  in  his  military  organization  about  this  period,  as  soon  as  he  found 
that  there  was  no  farther  chance  of  a  large  collected  Persian  force,  able  to 
meet  him  in  the  field  (Geschichte  des  Griech.  Ivriegswesens,  p.  252 

The  change  which  they  point  out  was  real,  —  but  I  think  they  exaggerate 
it  in  degree. 

2  The  passes  called  the  Caspian  Gates  appear  to  be  those  described  by 
Morier,  Fraser,  and  other  modern  travellers,. as  the  series  of  narrow  valleys 
and  defiles  called  Ser-Desch,  Sirdari,  or  Serdara  Kahn,  —  on  the  southern¬ 
most  of  the  two  roadS“which  lead  eastward  from  Teheran  towards  Dama- 
ghan,  and  thence  farther  eastward  towards  Mesched  and  Herat.  See  the 
note  of  Miitzel  in  his  edition  of  Curtius,  v.  35,  2,  p.489;  also  Morier,  Second 
Journey  through  Persia,  p.  363;  Fraser’s  Narrative  of  a  Journey  into  Kho- 
pasan,  p.  291. 

The  long  range  of  mountains,  called  by  the  ancients  Taurus,  extends 
from  Lesser  Media  and  Armenia  in  an  easterly  direction  along  the  southern 
coast  of  the  Caspian  Sea.  Its  northern  declivity,  covered  by  prodigious 
forests  with  valleys  and  plains  of  no  great  breadth  reaching  to  the  Caspi¬ 
an,  comprehends  the  moist  and  fertile  territories  now  denominated  Ghilan 
and  Mazanderan.  The  eastern  portion  of  Mazanderan  was  known  in  an¬ 
cient  times  as  Hyrkania,  then  productive  and  populous  ;  while  the  moun- 
Sain  range  itself  was  occupied  bv  various  rude  and  warlike  tribes  —  Kadusii, 
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derstood  a  mountain-pass,  or  rather  a  road  of  many  hours’  march, 
including  several  difficult  passes  stretching  eastward  along  the 
southern  side  of  the  great  range  of  Taurus  towards  Parthia.  He 
marched  with  his  Companion-cavalry,  the  light-horse,  the  Agri- 
anians,  and  the  bowmen  —  the  greater  part  of  the  phalanx  keep¬ 
ing  up  as  well  as  it  could  —  to  Rhagae,  about  fifty  miles  north  of 
the  Caspian  Gates ;  which  town  he  reached  in  eleven  days,  by 
exertions  so  severe  that  many  men  as  well  as  horses  tvere  dis¬ 
abled  on  the  road.  But  in  spite  of  all  speed,  he  learnt  that  Da¬ 
rius  had  already  passed  through  the  Caspian  Gates.  After  five 
days  of  halt  at  Rhagae,  indispensable  for  his  army,  Alexander 
passed  them  also.  A  day’s  march  on  the  other  side  of  them,  he 
was  joined  by  two  eminent  Persians,  Bagistanes  and  Antibelus, 
who  informed  him'  that  Darius  was  already  dethroned  and  in  im¬ 
minent  danger  of  losing  his  life.* 1 

The  conspirators  by  whom  this  had  been  done,  were  Bessus, 
satrap  of  Baktria  —  Barsaentes,  satrap  of  Drangiana  and  Ara- 
chosia  —  and  Nabarzanes,  general  of  the  regal  guards.  The 
small  force  of  Darius  having  been  thinned  by  daily  desertion, 
most  of  those  who  remained  were  the  contingents  of  the  still  un¬ 
conquered  territories,  Baktria,  Arachosia,  and  Drangiana,  under 
the  orders  of  their  respective  satraps.  The  Grecian  mercena¬ 
ries,  1500  in  number,  and  Artabazus,  with  a  band  under  his  spe¬ 
cial  command,  adhered  inflexibly  to  Darius,  but  the  soldiers  of 
Eastern  Asia  followed  their  own  satraps.  Bessus  and  his  col¬ 
leagues  intended  to  make  their  peace  with  Alexander  by  surren¬ 
dering  Darius,  should  Alexander  pursue  so  vigorously  as  to 
leave  them  no  hope  of  escape ;  but  if  they  could  obtain  time  to 
reach  Baktria  and  Sogdiana,  they  resolved  to  organize  an  ener¬ 
getic  resistance,  under  their  own  joint  command,  for  the  defence 
of  those  eastern  provinces  —  the  most  warlike  population  of  the 


Mardi,  Tapyri,  etc.  The  mountain  range,  now  called  Elburz,  includes 
among  other  lofty  eminences  the  very  high  peak  of  Demavend. 

The  road  from  Ekbatana  to  Baktra,  along  which  both  the  flight  of  Darius 
and  the  pursuit  of  Alexander  lay,  passed  along  the  broken  ground  skirting 
the  southern  flank  of  the  mountain  range  Elburz.  Of  this  broken  ground 
the  Caspian  Gates  formed  the  worst  and  most  difficult  portion. 

1  Arrian,  iii.  20,  21- 
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empire.1  Under  the  desperate  circumstances  of  the  case,  this 
plan  was  perhaps  the  least  unpromising  that  cculd  be  proposed. 
The  chance  of  resisting  Alexander,  small  as  it  was  at  the  best, 
became  absolutely  nothing  under  the  command  of  Darius,  who 
had  twice  set  the  example  of  flight  from  the  field  of  battle,  be¬ 
traying  both  his  friends  and  his  empire,  even  when  surrounded 
by  the  full  force  of  Persia.  For  brave  and  energetic  Persians, 
unless  they  were  prepared  at  once  to  submit  to  the  invader,  there 
was  no  choice  but  to  set  aside  Darius ;  nor  does  it  appear  that 
the  conspirators  intended  at  first  anything  worse.  At  a  village 
called  Thara  in  Parthia,  they  bound  him  in  chains  of  gold  — . 
placed  him  in  a  covered  chariot  surrounded  by  the  Baktrian 
troops,  —  and  thus  carried  him  onward,  retreating  as  fast  as  they 
could;  Bessus  assuming  the  command.  Artabazus,  with  the 
Grecian  mercenaries,  too  feeble  to  prevent  the  proceeding,  quit¬ 
ted  the  army  in  disgust,  and  sought  refuge  among  the  mountains 
of  the  Tapuri  bordering  on  Hyrkania  towards  the  Caspian  Sea.3 

On  hearing  this  intelligence,  Alexander  strained  every  nerve 
to  overtake  the  fugitives  and  get  possession  of  the  person  of  Da¬ 
rius.  At  tlie  head  of  his  Companion-cavalry,  his  light-horse,  and 
a  body  of  infantry  picked  out  for  their  strength  and  activity,  he 
put  himself  in  instant  march,  with  nothing  but  arms  and  two 
days’  provisions  for  each  man ;  leaving  Kraterus  to  bring  on  the 
main  body  by  easier  journeys.  A  forced  march  of  two  nights 
and  one  day,  interrupted  only  by  a  short  midday  repose  (it  was 
now  the  month  of  July),  brought  him  at  daybreak  to  the  Persian 
camp  which  his  informant  Bagistanes  had  quitted.  But  Bessus 
and  his  troops  were  already  beyond  it,  having  made  considerable 


‘  Masistes,  after  the  shocking  outrage  upon  his  wife  by  Queen  Amestris, 
was  going  to  Baktria  to  organize  a  revolt :  see  Herodot.  ix.  113  —  about  the 
importance  of  that  satrapy. 

2  Arrian,  iii.  21-23.  Justin  (xi.  15)  specifies  the  name  of  the  place 
Th  ara.  Both  he  and  Curtius  mention  the  golden  chain  (Curtius,  34,  20). 
Probably  the  conspirators  made  use  of  some  chains  which  had  formed  a  part 
of  the  ornaments  of  the  royal  wardrobe.  Among  the  presents  given  by 
Darius  son  of  Hystaspes  to  the  surgeon  Demokedes,  there  were  two  pairs 
of  golden  chains  —  A upeerai  tig  fuv  Aapeio f  Tredeuv  xpvoew  6vo  £ evyeaiv  — 
Herodot.  iii.  130:  compare  iii.  15.  The  Persian  king  and  grandees  habitu 
ally  wore  golden  chains  round  neck  and  arms. 
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advance  in  their  flight ;  upon  which  Alexander,  notwithstanding 
the  exhaustion  both  of  men  and  horses,  pushed  on  with  increased 
speed  through  all  the  night  to  the  ensuing  day  at  noon.  He 
there  found  himself  in  the  village  where  Bessus  had  encamped 
on  the  preceding  day.  Yet  learning  from  deserters  that  his  en¬ 
emies  had  resolved  to  hasten  their  retreat  by  night  marches,  he 
despaired  of  overtaking  them,  unless  he  could  find  some  shorter 
road.  He  was  informed  that  there  was  another  shorter,  but 
leading  through  a  waterless  desert.  Setting  out  by  this  road 
late  in  the  day  with  his  cavalry,  he  got  over  no  less  than  forty- 
five  miles  during  the  night,  so  as  to  come  on  Bessus  by  complete 
surprise  on  the  following  morning.  The  Persians,  marching  in 
disorder  without  arms,  and  having  no  expectation  of  an  enemy, 
were  so  panic-struck  at  the  sudden  appearance  of  their  indefati¬ 
gable  conqueror,  that  they  dispersed  and  fled  without  any  attempt 
to  resist.  In  this  critical  moment,  Bessus  and  Barsaentes  urged 
Darius  to  leave  his  chariot,  mount  his  horse,  and  accompany 
them  in  their  flight.  But  he  refused  to  comply.  They  were 
determined  however  that  he  should  not  fall  alive  into  the  hands 
of  Alexander,  whereby  his  name  would  have  been  employed 
against  them,  and  would  have  materially  lessened  their  chance 
of  defending  the  eastern  provinces  ;  they  were  moreover  incensed 
by  his  refusal,  and  had  contracted  a  feeling  of  hatred  and  con¬ 
tempt  to  which  they  were  glad  *to  give  effect.  Casting  their  ja¬ 
velins  at  him,  they  left  him  mortally  wounded,  and  then  pursued 
their  flight.1  His  chariot,  not  distinguished  by  any  visible  mark, 
nor  known  even  to  the  Persian  soldiers  themselves,  was  for  some 
time  not  detected  by  the  pursuers.  At  length  a  Macedonian 
soldier  named  Polystratus  found  him  expiring,  and  is  said  to 
have  received  his  last  words ;  wherein  he  expressed  thanks  to 
Alexander  for  the  kind  treatment  of  his  captive  female  relatives, 
and  satisfaction  that  the  Persian  throne,  lost  to  himself,  was 


1  “  Rams  apud  Medos  regum  cruur ;  unaque  cuncto 
Poena  manet  generi ;  quamvis  crudelibus  aeque 
Paretur  dominis.”  (Claudian.  in  Eutrop.  ii.  p.  478.) 

Court  conspiracies  and  assassinations  of  the  prince,  however  were  not  an 
known  either  among  the  Achaemenidae  or  the  Arsakidae. 
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about  to  pass  to  so  generous  a  conqueror.  It  is  at  least  certain 
that  he  never  lived  to  see  Alexander  himself.1 

Alexander  had  made  the  prodigious  and  indefatigable  march¬ 
es  of  the  last  four  days,  not  without  destruction  to  many  men 
and  horses,  for  the  express  purpose  of  taking  Darius  alive.  It 
would  have  been  a  gratification  to  his  vanity  to  exhibit  the 
Great  King  as  a  helpless  captive,  rescued  from  his  own  servants 
by  the  sword  of  his  enemy,  and  spared  to  occupy  some  subordi¬ 
nate  command  as  a  token  of  ostentatious  indulgence.  Moreover, 
apart  from  such  feelings,  it  would  have  been  a  point  of  real  ad¬ 
vantage  to  seize  the  person  of  Darius,  by  means  of  whose  name 
Alexander  would  have  been  enabled  to  stifle  all  farther  resist¬ 
ance  in  the  extensive  and  imperfectly  known  regions  eastward 
of  the  Caspian  Gates.  The  satraps  of  these  regions  had  now 
gone  thither  with  their  hands  free,  to  kindle  as  much  Asiatic 
sentiment  and  levy  as  large  a  force  as  they  could,  against  the 
Macedonian  conqueror ;  who  was  obliged  to  follow  them,  if  he 
wished  to  complete  the  subjugation  of  the  empire.  We  can  un* 
derstand  therefore  that  Alexander  was  deeply  mortified  in  de¬ 
riving  no  result  from  this  ruinously  fatiguing  march,  and  can 
the  better  explain  that  savage  wrath  which  we  shall  hereafter 
find  him  manifesting  against  the  satrap  Bessus. 

Alexander  caused  the  body  of  Darius  to  be  buried  with  full 
pomp  and  ceremonial,  in  the  rggal  sepulchres  of  Persis.  The 
last  days  of  this  unfortunate  prince  have  been  described  with  al¬ 
most  tragic  pathos  by  historians ;  and  there  are  few  subjects  in 
history  better  calculated  to  excite  such  a  feeling,  if  we  regard 
simply  the  magnitude  of  his  fall,  from  the  highest  pitch  of  power 
and  splendor  to  defeat,  degradation,  and  assassination.  But  an 
impartial  review  will  not  allow  us  to  forget  that  the  main  cause 
of  such  ruin  was  his  own  blindness  —  his  long  apathy  after  the 


1  This  account  of  the  remarkable  incidents  immediately  preceding  the  death 
of  Darius,  is  taken  mainly  from  Arrian  (iii.  21 ),  and  seems  one  of  the  most 
authentic  chapters  of  his  work.  He  is  very  sparing  in  telling  what  passed 
In  the  Persian  camp ;  he  mentions  indeed  only  the  communications  made 
by  the  Persian  deserters  to  Alexander. 

Curtius  (v.  27-34)  gives  the  narrative  far  more  vaguely  and  loosely  than 
Arrian,  but  with  ample  details  of  what  was  going  on  in  the  Persian  camp 
We  should  have  been  glad  to  know  from  whom  these  details  were  borrow 


KALT  AT  HEKATOMPYLUS. 


187 


battle  of*  Issus,  and  abandonment  of  Tyre  and  Gaza,  in  the  fond 
hope  of  repurchasing  queens  whom  he  had  himself  exposed  to 
captivity  —  lastly,  what  is  still  less  pardonable,  his  personal 
cowardice  in  both  the  two  decisive  battles  deliberately  brought 
about  by  himself.  If  we  follow  his  conduct  throughout  the  strug¬ 
gle,  we  shall  find  little  of  that  which  renders  a  defeated  prince 
either  respectable  or  interesting.  Those  who  had  the  greatest 
reason  to  denounce  and  despise  him  were  his  friends  and  his 
countrymen,  whom  he  possessed  ample  means  of  defending,  yet 
threw  those  means  away.  On  the  other  hand,  no  one  had  better 
grounds  for  indulgence  towards  him  than  his  conqueror ;  for 
whom  he  had  kept  unused  the  countless  treasures  of  the  three 
capitals,  and  for  whom  he  had  lightened  in  every  way  the  diffi¬ 
culties  of  a  conquest,  in  itself  hardly  less  than  impracticable.* 1 

The  recent  forced  march,  undertaken  by  Alexander  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  Darius  as  a  captive,  had  been  distressing  in 
the  extreme  to  his  soldiers,  who  required  a  certain  period  of 
repose  and  compensation.  This  was  granted  to  them  at  the 
town  of  Hekatompylus  in  Parthia,  where  the  whole  army  was 
again  united.  Besides  abundant  supplies  from  the  neighboring 
region,  the  soldiers  here  received  a  donative  derived  from  the 
large  booty  taken  in  the  camp  of  Darius.2  In  the  enjoyment 
and  revelry  universal  throughout  the  army,  Alexander  himself 
partook.  His  indulgences  in  the  banquet  and  in  wine-drinking, 
to  which  he  was  always  addicted  when  leisure  allowed  were 


ed.  In  the  main  thev  do  not  contradict  the  narrative  of  Arrian,  but  rather 
amplify  and  dilute  it. 

Diodorus  (xvii.  73),  Plutarch  (Alexand.  42,  43),  and  Justin  (xi.  15)  give 
no  new  information. 

1  Arrian  (iii  22)  gives  an  indulgent  criticism  on  Darius,  dwelling  chiefly 
upon  his  misfortunes,  but  calling  him  uvdpl  ra  pev  7ro?i.epia,  e’nrep  nvl 
uXkip  p.'ikfta.Kip,  re  nal  ov  (f>pevrjpei,  etc. 

*  Curtius,  vi.  5,  10;  vi.  6,  15.  Diodor.  xvii.  74.  Hekatompylus  was  an 
important  position,  where  several  roads  joined  (Polyb.  x.  28).  It  was  situ¬ 
ated  on  one  of  the  roads  running  eastward  from  the  Caspian  Gates,  on  the 
southern  flank  of  Mount  Taurus  (Elburz).  Its  locality  cannot  be  fixed 
with  certainty:  Ritter  (Erdkunde,  part  viii.  465,  467)  with  others  conceives 
it  to  have  been  near  Damaghan ;  Forbiger  (Handbuch  der  Alten  Geo¬ 
graphic,  vol.  ii.  p.  549)  places  it  farther  eastward,  near  Jai-Jerm.  Mr,  Long 
notes  it  on  his  map,  as  site  unknown. 
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now  unusually  multiplied  and  prolonged.  Public  solemnities 
were  celebrated,  together  with  theatrical  exhibitions  by  artists 
who  joined  the  army  from  Greece.  But  the  change  of  most  im¬ 
portance  in  Alexander’s  conduct  was,  that  he  now  began  to  feel 
and  act  manifestly  as  successor  of  Darius  on  the  Persian  throne ; 
to  disdain  the  comparative  simplicity  of  Macedonian  habits,  and 
to  assume  the  pomp,  the  ostentatious  apparatus  of  luxuries,  and 
even  the  dress,  of  a  Persian  king. 

To  many  of  Alexander’s  soldiers,  the  conquest  of  Persia  ap 
peared  to  be  consummated  and  the  war  finished,  by  the  death  of 
Darius.  They  were  reluctant  to  exchange  the  repose  and  en¬ 
joyments  of  Hekatompylus  for  fresh  fatigues ;  but  Alexander, 
assembling  the  select  regiments,  addressed  to  them  an  emphatic 
appeal  which  revived  the  ardor  of  all.1  His  first  march  was, 
across  one  of  the  passes  from  the  south  to  the  north  of  Mount 
Elburz,  into  Hyrkania,  the  region  bordering  the  south-eastern 
corner  of  the  Caspian  Sea.  Here  he  found  no  resistance ;  the 
Hyrkanian  satrap  Plirataphernes,  together  with  Nabarzanes, 
Artabazus,  and  other  eminent  Persians,  surrendered  themselves 
to  him,  and  were  favorably  received.  The  Greek  mercenaries, 
1500  in  number,  who  had  served  with  Darius,  but  had  retired 
when  that  monarch  was  placed  under  arrest  by  Bessus,  sent  en¬ 
voys  requesting  to  be  allowed  to  surrender  on  capitulation.  But 
Alexander  —  reproaching  them  with  guilt  for  having  taken  ser¬ 
vice  with  the  Persians,  in  contravention  of  the  vote  passed  by 
the  Hellenic  synod  —  required  them  to  surrender  at  discretion ; 
which  they  expressed  their  readiness  to  do,  praying  that  an 
officer  might  be  despatched  to  conduct  them  to  him  in  safety.8 
The  Macedonian  Andronikus  was  sent  for  this  purpose,  while 
Alexander  undertook  an  expedition  into  the  mountains  of  the 
Mardi ;  a  name  seemingly  borne  by  several  distinct  tribes  in 
parts  remote  from  each  other,  but  all  poor  and  brave  moun¬ 
taineers.  These  Mardi  occupied  parts  of  the  northern  slope  of 
the  range  of  Mount  Elburz  a  few  miles  from  the  Caspian  Sea 
(Mazanderan  and  Ghilan).  Alexander  pursued  them  into  all 


'  This  was  attested  by  his  own  letters  to  Antipater,  which  Plutarch  hat? 
seen  (Plutarch,  Alexand.  47).  T'urtius  composes  a  long  speech  for  Alex 
der  (vi.  7,  9).  9  Arrian,  iii.  23,  15. 


TREATMENT  OF  THE  GRECIAN  ENVOYS. 


189 


theiy  retreats,  —  overcame  them,  when  they  stood  on  their  de¬ 
fence,  with  great  slaughter,  —  and  reduced  the  remnant  of  the 
half-destroyed  tribes  to  sue  for  peace.1 

From  this  march,  which  had  carried  him  in  a  westerly  direc¬ 
tion,  he  returned  to  Hyrkania.  At  the  first  halt  he  was  met  by 
the  Grecian  mercenaries  who  came  to  surrender  themselves,  as 
well  as  by  various  Grecian  envoys  from  Sparta,  Chalkedon,  and 
Sinope,  who  had  accompanied  Darius  in  his  flight.  Alexander 
put  the  Lacedaemonians  under  arrest,  but  liberated  the  other  en¬ 
voys,  considering  Chalkedon  and  Sinbpe  to  have  been  subjects 
of  Darius,  not  members  of  the  Hellenic  synod.  As  to  the  mer¬ 
cenaries,  he  made  a  distinction  between  those  who  had  enlisted 
in  the  Persian  service  before  the  recognition  of  Philip  as  leader 
of  Greece  —  and  those  whose  enlistment  had  been  of  later  date. 
The  former  he  liberated  at  once ;  the  latter  he  required  to  re¬ 
main  in  his  service  under  the  command  of  Andronikus,  on  the 
same  pay  as  they  had  hitherto  received.2  Such  was  the  unto¬ 
ward  conclusion  of  Grecian  mercenary  service  with  Persia;  a 
system  whereby  the  Persian  monarchs,  had  they  known  how  to 
employ  it  with  tolerable  ability,  might  well  have  maintained 
their  empire  even  against  such  an  enemy  as  Alexander.3 

After  fifteen  days  of  repose  and  festivity  at  Zeudracarta,  the 
chief  town  of  Hyrkania,  Alexander  marched  eastward  with  his 
united  army  through  Parthia  into  Aria  —  the  region  adjoining 
the  modern  Herat  with  its  river  now  known  as  Herirood.  Sati- 
barzanes,  the  satrap  of  Aria,  came  to  him  near  the  border,  to  a 
town  named  Susia,4 * * * 8  submitted,  and  was  allowed  to  retain  his 


1  Arrian,  iii.  24,  4.  In  reference  to  the  mountain  tribes  called  Mardi 

who  are  mentioned  in  several  different  localities  —  on  the  parts  of  Mount 

Taurus  south  of  the  Caspian,  in  Armenia,  on  Mount  Zagros,  and  in  Persia 

proper  (see  Strabo,  xi.  p.  508-523;  Herodot.  i.  125),  we  may  note,  that  the 

Nomadic  tribes,  who  constitute  a  considerable  fraction  of  the  population  of 

the  modern  Persian  Empire,  are  at  this  day  found  under  the  same  name 

in  spots  widely  distant:  see  Jaubert  Voyage  en  Armenie  et  en  Perse, 
p.  254. 

8  Arrian,  iii.  24,  8;  Curtius,  vi.  5.  9.  An  Athenian  officer  named  Demo' 
krates  slew  himself  in  despair,  disdaining  to  surrender. 

*  See  a  curious  passage  on  this  subject,  at  the  end  of  the  Cyropmdia  of 
Xenophon. 

Arrian,  iii.  25,  3-8.  Droyaen  and  Dr.  Thirlwall  identify  Susia  with  the 
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satrapy  ;  while  Alexander,  merely  skirting  the  northern  border 
of  Aria,  marched  in  a  direction  nearly  east  towards  Baktria 
against  the  satrap  Bessus,  who  was  reported  as  having  pro¬ 
claimed  himself  King  of  Persia.  But  it  was  discovered,  after 
three  or  four  days,  that  Satibarzanes  was  in  league  with  Bessus ; 
upon  which  Alexander  suspended  for  the  present  his  plans 
against  Baktria,  and  turned  by  forced  marches  to  Artakoana,  the 
chief  city  of  Aria.* 1  His  return  was  .so  unexpectedly  rapid,  that 
the  Arians  were  overawed,  and  Satibarzanes  was  obliged  to 
escape.  A  few  days  enabled  him  to  crush  the  disaffected  Arians 
and  to  await  the  arrival  of  his  rear  division  under  Kraterus. 
He  then  marched  southward  into  the  territory  of  the  Drangi,  or 
Drangiana  (the  modern  Seiestan),  where  he  found  no  resistance 
« — the  satrap  Barsaentes  having  sought  safety  among  some  of 
the  Indians.2 

In  the  chief  town  of  Drangiana  occurred  the  revolting  tragedy, 
of  which  Philotas  was  the  first  victim,  and  his  father  Parmenio 
the  second.  Parmenio,  now  seventy  years  of  age,  and  therefore 
little  qualified  for  the  fatigue  inseparable  from  the  invasion  of 
the  eastern  satrapies,  had  been  left  in  the  important  post  of  corn- 


town  now  called  TAs  or  Toos,  a  few  miles  north-west  of  Mesched.  Pro¬ 
fessor  Wilson  (Ariana  Antiqua,  p.  177)  thinks  that  this  is  too  much  to  the 
west,  and  too  far  from  Herat:  he  conceives  Susia  to  be  Zuzan,  on  the  des¬ 
ert  side  of  the  mountains  west  of  Herat.  Mr.  Prinsep  (notes  on  the  histori¬ 
cal  results  deducible  from  discoveries  in  Afghanistan,  p.  14)  places  it  at 
Subzawar,  south  of  Herat,  and  within  the  region  of  fertility. 

TAs  seems  to  lie  in  the  line  of  Alexander’s  march,  more  than  the  other 
two  places  indicated  ;  Subzawar  is  too  far  to  the  south.  Alexander  appears 
to  have  first  directed  his  march  from  Parthia  to  Baktria  (in  the  line  from 
Asterabad  to  Balkh  through  Margiana),  merely  touching  the  borders  of 
Aria  in  his  route. 

1  Artakoana,  as  well  as  the  subsequent  city  of  Alexandria  in  Ariis,  are 
both  supposed  by  Wilson  to  coincide  with  the  lpcality  of  Herat  (Wilson, 
Ariana,  Antiqua,  p.  152-177). 

There  are  two  routes  from  Herat  to  Asterabad,  at  the  south-east  corner 
of  the  Caspian ;  one  by  Schahrood  which  is  533  English  miles ;  the  other  by 
Mesched,  which  is  688  English  miles  (Wilson,  p.  149). 

s  Arrian,  iii.  25 ;  Curtius,  vi.  24,  36.  The  territory  of  the  Drangi,  or  Za* 
rangi,  southward  from  Aria,  coincides  generally  with  the  modern  Seistan, 
adjoining  the  lake  now  called  Zareh,  which  receives  the  waters  of  the  rivet 
Hilmend. 


CONSPIRACY  AGAINST  ALEXANDER. 


19i 


manding  the  great  depot  and  treasure  at  Ekbatarn,  His  long 
military  experience,  and  confidential  position  even  under  Philip, 
rendered  him  the  second  person  in  the  Macedonian  army,  next 
to  Alexander  himself.  His  three  sons  were  all  soldiers.  The 
youngest  of  them,  Hektor,  had  been  accidentally  drowned  in  the 
Nile,  while  in  the  suite  of  Alexander  in  Egypt ;  the  second, 
Nikanor,  had  commanded  the  hypaspists  or  light  infantry,  but 
had  died  of  illness,  fortunately  for  himself,  a  short  time  before  ;l 
the  eldest,  Philotas,  occupied  the  high  rank  of  general  of  the 
Companion-cavalry,  in  daily  communication  with  Alexander, 
from  whom  he  received  personal  orders. 

A  revelation  came  to  Philotas,  from  Kebalinus,  brother  of  a 
youth  named  Nikomachus,  that  a  soldier,  named  Dimnus  of  Cha» 
lastra,  had  made  boast  to  Nikomachus,  his  intimate  friend  or  be¬ 
loved  person,  under  vows  of  secrecy,  of  an  intended  conspiracy 
against  Alexander,  inviting  him  to  become  an  accomplice.2 3 * *  Ni¬ 
komachus,  at  first  struck  with  abhorrence,  at  length  simulated 
compliance,  asked  who  were  the  accomplices  of  Dimnus,  and 
received  intimation  of  a  few  names  ;  all  of  which  he  presently 
communicated  to  his  brother  Kebalinus,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
divulged.  Kebalinus  told  the  facts  to  Philotas,  entreating  him 
to  mention  them  to  Alexander.  But  Philotas,  though  every  day 
in  communication  with  the  king,  neglected  to  do  this  for  two 
days ;  upon  which  Kebalinus  began  to  suspect  him  of  con¬ 
nivance,  and  caused  the  revelation  to  be  made  to  Alexander 
through  one  of  the  pages  named  Metron.  Dimnus  was  imme¬ 
diately  arrested,  but  ran  himself  through  with  his  sword,  and 
expired  without  making  any  declaration.8 

Of  this  conspiracy,  real  or  pretended,  every  thing  rested  on 
the  testimony  of  Nikomachus.  Alexander  indignantly  sent 
for  Philotas,  demanding  why  he  had  omitted  for  two  days  t© 
communicate  what  he  had  heard.  Philotas  replied,  that  the 


1  Arrian,  iii.  25,  6 ;  Curtius,  iv.  8,  7 ;  vi.  6,  19. 

2  Curtius,  vi.  7,  2.  “  Dimnus,  modicae  apud  regem  auctoritates  et  gratis*, 
exoleti,  cui  Nicomacho  erat  nomen,  amore  flagrabat,  obsequio  uni  sibi  de 
diti  corporis  vinctus.”  Plutarch,  Alex.  49 ;  Diodoi  xvii.  79. 

3  Curt.  vi.  7,  29;  Plutarch,  Alex.  49.  The  latter  says  that  Dimnus 

resisted  the  officer  sent  to  arrest  him;  and  was  killed  by  him  in  th« 

combat. 
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source  from  which  it  came  was  too  contemptible  to  deserve 
notice  —  that  it  would  have  been  ridiculous  to  attach  importance 
to  the  simple  declarations  of  such  a  youth  as  Nikomachus, 
recounting  the  foolish  boasts  addressed  to  him  by  a  lover. 
Alexander  received,  or  affected  to  receive,  the  explanation, 
gave  his  hand  to  Philotas,  invited  him  to  supper,  and  talked  to 
him  with  his  usual  familiarity.1 

But  it  soon  appeared  that  advantage  was  to  be  taken  of  this 
incident  for  the  disgrace  and  ruin  of  Philotas,  whose  free-spoken 
criticisms  on  the  pretended  divine  paternity,  —  coupled  with 
boasts,  that  he  and  his  father  Parmenio  had  been  chief  agents 
in  the  conquest  of  Asia,  —  had  neither  been  forgotten  nor  for 
given.  These,  and  other  self-praises,  disparaging  to  the  glory 
of  Alexander,  had  been  divulged  by  a  mistress  to  whom  Philo 
tas  was  attached;  a  beautiful  Macedonian  woman  of  Pydna, 
named  Antigone,  who,  having  first  been  made  a  prize  in  visiting 
Samothrace  by  the  Persian  admiral  Autophradates,  was  after¬ 
wards  taken  amidst  the  spoils  of  Damascus  by  the  Macedonians 
victorious  at  Issus.  The  reports  of  Antigone,  respecting  some 
unguarded  language  held  by  Philotas  to  her,  had  come  to  the 
knowledge  of  Kraterus,  who  brought  her  to  Alexander,  and 
caused  her  to  repeat  them  to  him.  Alexander  desired  her  to 
take  secret  note  of  the  confidential  expressions  of  Philotas,  and 
report  them  from  time  to  time  to  himself.2 3 

It  thus  turned  out  that  Alexander,  though  continuing  to  Phi¬ 
lotas  his  high  military  rank,  and  talking  to  him  constantly  with 
seeming  confidence,  had  for  at  least  eighteen  months,  ever  since 
his  conquest  of  Egypt  and  perhaps  even  earlier,  disliked  and 
suspected  him,  keeping  him  under  perpetual  watch  through  the 
suborned  and  secret  communications  of  a  treacherous  mistress/ 


1  Curtius,  vi.  7,  33.  “  Philotas  respondit,  Cebalinum  quidem  scortl  ser 

monem  ad  se  detulisse,  sed  ipsum  tam  levi  auctori  nihil  credidisse  —  veri- 
tum,  ne  jurgium  inter  amatorem  et  exoletum  non  sine  risu  aliorum  detu* 
lisset.”  2  Plutarch,  Alexand.  48. 

3  Plutarch,  Alexand.  48,  49.  Ilpdf  de  avrov  'A^e^avdpov  ek  ttuvv  i rofo 

k&v  %P°VUV  hrvyxave  6ia(3e/3?.TifiEvoc  (Philotas) .  'O  psv  ovv  biXmac 

EirifiovAEVopEVOc  ovtoc  rjyvoEi ,  /cat  avvrjv  rrj  'Avriybvy  noXXu  /cat  irpdg  opyf/v 
i ial  pEyaXav^iav  ypara  /cat  Aoyovf  xard.  tov  /?aatAecjf  av£iriT7]ds'iov£  irpois - 
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Some  of  the  generals  around  Alexander  —  especially  Kraterus, 
the  first  suborner  of  Antigone  —  fomented  these  suspicions,  from 
jealousy  of  the  great  ascendency  of  Parmenio  and  his  family. 
Moreover,  Philotas  himself  was  ostentatious  and  overbearing  in 
his  demeanor,  so  as  to  have  made  many  enemies  among  the 
soldiers.* 1  •  But  whatever  may  have  been  his  defects  on  this  head 
—  defects  which  he  shared  with  the  other  Macedonian  generals, 
all  gorged  with  plunder  and  presents2 * * * * *  —  his  fidelity  as  well  as 
his  military  merits  stand  attested  by  the  fact  that  Alexander  had 
continued  to  employ  him  in  the  highest  and  most  confidential 
command  throughout  all  the  long  subsequent  interval ;  and  that 
Parmenio  was  now  general  at  Ekbatana,  the  most  important 
military  appointment  which  the  king  had  to  confer.  Even 
granting  the  deposition  of  Nikomachus  to  be  trustworthy,  there 
was  nothing  to  implicate  Philotas,  whose  name  had  not  been 
included  among  the  accomplices  said  to  have  been  enumerated 
by  Dimnus.  There  was  not  a  tittle  of  evidence  against  him, 
except  the  fact  that  the  deposition  had  been  made  known  to 
him,  and  that  he  had  seen  Alexander  twice  without  commu¬ 
nicating  it.  Upon  this  single  fact,  however,  Kraterus,  and  the 
other  enemies  of  Philotas,  worked  so  effectually  as  to  inflame 
the  suspicions  and  the  pre-existing  ill-will  of  Alexander  into  fierce 
rancor.  He  resolved  on  the  disgrace,  torture,  and  death  of  Phi¬ 
lotas,  —  and  on  the  death  of  Parmenio  besides.8 

To  accomplish  this,  however,  against  the  two  highest  officers 
in  the  Macedonian  service,  one  of  them  enjoying  a  separate  and 
distant  command  —  required  management.  Alexander  was 
obliged  to  carry  the  feelings  of  the  soldiers  along  with  him, 
and  to  obtain  a  condemnation  from  the  army ;  according  to  an 
ancient  Macedonian  custom,  in  regard  to  capital  crimes,  though 


Both  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus  recognized  these  previous  communica¬ 
tions  made  to  Alexander  against  Philotas  in  Egypt,  but  stated  that  he  did 
not  believe  them  (Arrian,  iii.  26,  1). 

1  Plutarch,  Alexand.  40-48;  Curtius,  vi.  11,  3. 

*  Phylarchus,  Fragment.  41.  ed.  Didot,  ap.  Athenaeum,  xii.  p  539,  Plu¬ 

tarch,  Alexand.  39,  40.  Even  Eumenes  enriched  himself  much;  though 

being  only  secretary,  and  a  Greek,  he  could  not  take  the  same  liberties  aa 

the  great  native  Macedonian  generals  (Plutarch,  Eumenes,  2). 

*  Plutarch,  Alexand.  49  ,  Curtius,  vi.  8. 
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(as  it  seems)  not  uniformly  practised.  Alexander  not  only  keps 
the  resolution  secret,  but  is  even  said  to  have  invited  Pliilotas  to 
supper  with  the  other  officers,  conversing  with  him  just  as 
usual.1  In  the  middle  of  the  night,  Philotas  was  arrested  while 
asleep  in  his  bed,  —  put  in  chains,  —  and  clothed  in  an  ignoble 
garb.  A  military  assembly  was  convened  at  daybreak,  before 
which  Alexander  appeared  with  the  chief  officers  in  his  confi¬ 
dence.  Addressing  the  soldiers  in  a  vehement  tone  of  mingled 
sorrow  and  anger,  he  proclaimed  to  them  that  his  life  had  just 
been  providentially  rescued  from  a  dangerous  conspiracy  or¬ 
ganized  by  two  men  hitherto  trusted  as  his  best  friends  —  Philo- 
tas  and  Parmenio  —  through  the  intended  agency  of  a  soldier 
named  Dimnus,  who  had  slain  himself  when  arrested.  The  dead 
body  of  Dimnus  was  then  exhibited  to  the  meeting,  while  Niko- 
mackus  and  Kebalinus  were  brought  forward  to  tell  their  story. 
A  letter  from  Parmenio  to  his  sons  Philotas  and  Nikanor,  found 
among  the  papers  seized  on  the  arrest,  was  read  to  the  meeting. 
Its  terms  were  altogether  vague  and  unmeaning ;  but  Alexander 
chose  to  construe  them  as  it  suited  his  purpose.2 

We  may  easily  conceive  the  impression  produced  upon  these 
assembled  soldiers  by  such  denunciations  from  Alexander  him¬ 
self —  revelations  of  his  own  personal  danger,  and  reproaches 
against  treacherous  friends.  Amyntas,  and  even  Koenus,  the 
brother-in-law  of  Philotas,  were  yet  more  unmeasured  in  their 
invectives  against  the  accused.8  They,  as  well  as  the  other  offi¬ 
cers  with  whom  the  arrest  had  been  concerted,  set  the  example 
of  violent  manifestation  against  him,  and  ardent  sympathy  with 
the  king’s  danger.  Philotas  was  heard  in  his  defence,  which 
though  strenuously  denying  the  charge,  is  said  to  have  been 
feeble.  It  was  indeed  sure  to  be  so,  coming  from  one  seized 
thus  suddenly,  and  overwhelmed  with  disadvantages  ;  while  a 
degree  of  courage,  absolutely  heroic,  would  have  been  required 


'  Curtius,  vi.  8,  16.  “  Invitatus  est  ctiam  Philotas  ad  ultimas  sibi  epulas 
et  rex  non  ccenare  modo,  sed  etiam  familiariter  colloqui,  cum  eo  quana 
damnaverat,  sustinuit.” 

J  Arrian,  iii.  26,  2.  Aeyei  de  Id roAe/zaiOf  Eloaxdyvcu  l<;  M anedovag  $i\uTavy 
uni  aaTTjyopfjGai  aiirov  icxvput  ’A ?i£%avdpov,  etc.  Curtius,  vi.  9,  13;  Diodo¬ 
rus,  xvii  80.  3  Curtius,  vi.  9,  30. 
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for  any  one  else  to  rise  and  presume  to  criticise  the  proofs.  A 
soldier  named  Bolon  harangued  his  comrades  on  the  insupporta¬ 
ble  insolence  of  Philotas,  who  always  (he  said)  treated  the 
soldiers  with  contempt,  turning  them  out  of  their  quarters  to 
make  room  for  his  countless  retinue  of  slaves.  Though  this 
allegation  (probably  enough  well-founded)  was  no  way  connect¬ 
ed  with  the  charge  of  treason  against  the  king,  it  harmonized 
fully  with  the  temper  of  the  assembly,  and  wound  them  up  to 
the  last  pitch  of  fury.  The  royal  pages  began  the  cry,  echoed 
by  all  around,  that  they  would  with  their  own  hands  tear  the 
parricide  in  pieces.1 

It  would  have  been  fortunate  for  Philotas  if  their  wrath  had 
been  sufficiently  ungovernable  to  instigate  the  execution  of  such 
a  sentence  on  the  spot.  But  this  did  not  suit  the  purpose  of  his 
enemies.  Aware  that  he  had  been  condemned  upon  the  regal 
word,  with  nothing  better  than  the  faintest  negative  ground  of 
suspicion,  they  determined  to  extort  from  him  a  confession  such 
as  would  justify  their  own  purposes,  not  only  against  him,  but 
against  his  father  Parmenio  —  whom  there  was  as  yet  nothing 
to  implicate.  Accordingly,  during  the  ensuing  night,  Philotas 
was  put  to  the  torture.  Hephaestion,  Kraterus,  and  Koenus  — 
the  last  of  the  three  being  brother-in-law  of  Philotas2 * — them¬ 
selves  superintended  the  ministers  of  physical  suffering.  Alexan¬ 
der  himself  too  was  at  hand,  but  concealed  by  a  curtain.  It  is 
said  that  Philotas  manifested  little  firmness  under  torture,  and 
that  Alexander,  an  unseen  witness,  indulged  in  sneers  against 
the  cowardice  of  one  who  had  fought  by  his  side  in  so  many 
battles.8  All  who  stood  by  were  enemies,  and  likely  to  describe 
the  conduct  of  Philotas  in  such  manner  as  to  justify  their  own 
hatred.  The  tortures  inflicted,4 * *  cruel  in  the  extreme  and  long 


1  Curtius,  vi  11,  8.  “  Turn  vero  universa  concio  accensa  est,  et  a  corpo 

ris  custodibus  initium  factum,  clamantibus,  discerpendum  esse  p arricidam 
manibus  eorum.  Id  quidam  Philotas,  qui  graviora  suppliua  metueret, 
baud  sane  iniquo  ammo  audiebat.” 

8  Curtius,  vi.  9,  30 ;  vi.  11,  11. 

*  Plutarch,  Alexand.  49. 

4  Curtius,  vi.  11,  15.  “Per  ultimos  deinde  cruciatus,  utpote  et  damnatus 

et  inimicis  in  gratiam  regis  torquentibus,  laceratur.  Ac  primo  quidam, 

quanquam  hinc  ignis,  illinc  verbera,  jam  non  ad  qwwdonem,  serf  ad  panam, 
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continued,  wrung  from  him  at  last  a  confession,  implicating  his 
father  along  with  himself.  He  was  put  to  death  ;  and  at  the 
same  time,  all  those  whose  names  had  been  indicated  by  Niko- 
machus,  were  slain  also  —  apparently  by  being  stoned,  without 
preliminary  torture.  Philotas  had  serving  in  the  army  a 
numerous  kindred,  all  of  whom  were  struck  with  consterna* 
tion  at  the  news  of  his  being  tortured.  It  was  the  Macedonian 
law  that  all  kinsmen  of  a  man  guilty  of  treason  were  doomed  to 
death  along  with  him.  Accordingly,  some  of  these  men  slew 
themselves,  others  fled  from  the  camp,  seeking  refuge  where- 
ever  they  could.  Such  was  the  terror  and  tumult  in  the  camp, 
that  Alexander  was  obliged  to  proclaim  a  suspension  of  this 
sanguinary  law  for  the  occasion.1 

It  now  remained  to  kill  Parmenio,  who  could  not  be  safely 
left  alive  after  the  atrocities  used  towards  Philotas ;  and  to  kill 
him,  moreover,  before  he  could  have  time  to  hear  of  them,  since 
he  was  not  only  the  oldest,  most  respected,  and  most  influential 
of  all  Macedonian  officers,  but  also  in  separate  command  of  the 
great  depot  at  Ekbatana.  Alexander  summoned  to  his  presence 
one  of  the  Companions  named  Polydamas ;  a  particular  friend, 
comrade,  or  aide  de  camp ,  of  Parmenio.  Every  friend  of  Phi¬ 
lotas  felt  at  this  moment  that  his  life  hung  by  a  thread ;  so  that 
Polydamas  entered  the  king’s  presence  in  extreme  terror,  the 
rather  as  he  was  ordered  to  bring  with  him  his  two  younger 
brothers.  Alexander  addressed  him,  denouncing  Parmenio  as  a 
traitor,  and  intimating  that  Polydamas  would  be  required  to 
carry  a  swift  and  confidential  message  to  Ekbatana,  ordering  his 
execution.  Polydamas  was  selected  as  the  attached  friend  of 
Parmenio,  and  therefore  as  best  calculated  to  deceive  him.  Two 
letters  were  placed  in  his  hands,  addressed  to  Parmenio ;  one 
from  Alexander  himself,  conveying  ostensibly  military  commu¬ 
nications  and  orders ;  the  other,  signed  with  the  seal-ring  of  the 
deceased  Philotas,  and  purporting  to  be  addressed  by  the  son  to 
the  father.  Together  with  these,  Polydamas  received  the  real 
and  important  despatch,  addressed  by  Alexander  to  Kleander 


ingercbantur,  non  vocem  modo,  sed  etiam  gemitus  habuit  in  potestate;  sed 
postquam  intumescens  corpus  ulceribus  flagelloram  ictus  nudis  ossibus  in. 
njssos  ferre  non  poterat,”  etc.  1  Curtius,  vi,  11,  2d. 


PARMEN10  SLAIN  BY  THE  OFFICERS. 


197 


and  Menidas,  the  officers  immediately  subordinate  to  Parmenio 
at  Ekbatana ;  proclaiming  Parmenio  guilty  of  high  treason,  and 
directing  them  to  kill  him  at  once.  Large  rewards  were  offered 
to  Polydamas  if  he  performed  this  commision  with  success,  while 
his  two  brothers  were  retained  as  hostages  against  scruples  or 
compunction.  He  promised  even  more  than  was  demanded  — 
too  happy  to  purchase  this  reprieve  from  what  had  seemed  im¬ 
pending  death.  Furnished  with  native  guides  and  with  swift 
dromedaries,  he  struck  by  the  straightest  road  across  the  desert 
of  Khorasan,  and  arrived  at  Ekbatana  on  the  eleventh  day  —  a 
di  stance  usually  requiring  more  than  thirty  days  to  traverse.1 
Entering  the  camp  by  night,  without  the  knowledge  of  Parme¬ 
nio,  he  delivered  his  despatch  to  Kleander,  with  whom  he  con¬ 
certed  measures.  On  the  morrow  he  was  admitted  to  Parmenio, 
while  walking  in  his  garden  with  Kleander  and  the  other  officers 
marked  out  by  Alexander’s  order  as  his  executioners.  Poly¬ 
damas  ran  to  embrace  his  old  friend,  and  was  heartily  welcomed 
by  the  unsuspecting  veteran,  to  whom  he  presented  the  letters 
professedly  coming  from  Alexander  and  Philotas.  While  Par¬ 
menio  was  absorbed  in  the  perusal,  he  was  suddenly  assailed  by 
a  mortal  stab  from  the  hand  and  sword  of  Kleander.  Other 
wounds  were  heaped  upon  him  as  he  fell,  by  the  remain!  j/t  offi¬ 
cers,  —  tho  last  even  after  life  had  departed.2 


'  Strabo,  xv.  p.  724;  Diodor,  xvii  80;  Curtius,  vii.  2,  11-18. 

*  Curtius,  vii.  2,  27.  The  proceedings  respecting  Philotas  and  Parmenio 
are  recounted  in  the  greatest  detail  by  Curtius ;  but  his  details  are  in  gen¬ 
eral  harmony  with  the  brief  heads  given  by  Arrian  from  Ptolemy  and 
Aristobulus  —  except  as  to  one  material  point.  Plutarch  (Alex.  49), 
Diodorus  (xvii.  79,  80),  and  Justin  (xii.  5),  also  state  the  fact  in  the  same 
manner. 

Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus,  according  to  the  narrative  of  Arrian,  appear  to 
have  considered  that  Philotas  was  really  implicated  in  a  conspiracy  against 
Alexander’s  life.  But  when  we  analyze  what  they  are  reported  to  have 
said,  their  opinion  will  not  be  found  entitled  to  much  weight.  In  the  first 
place,  they  state  (Arrian,  iii.  26,  1)  that  the  conspiracy  of  Philotas  had  been 
before  made  known  to  Alexander  while  he  was  in  Egypt ,  but  that  he  did  not 
then  believe  it.  Now  eighteen  months  had  elapsed  since  the  stay  in  Egypt; 
and  the  idea  of  a  conspiracy  going  on  for  eighteen  months  is  preposterous. 
That  Philotas  was  in  a  mood  in  which  he  might  be  supposed  likely  to 
conspire,  is  one  proposition ;  that  he  actually  did  conspire,  h  another 
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The  soldiers  in  Ekbatana,  on  hearing  of  this  bloody  deed, 
burst  into  furious  mutiny,  surrounded  the  garden  wall,  and  threat¬ 
ened  to  break  in  for  the  purpose  of  avenging  their  general,  un¬ 
less  Polydamas  and  the  other  murderers  should  be  delivered  to 
them.  But  Kleander,  admitting  a  few  of  the  ringleaders,  exhi- 


Arrian  and  his  authorities  run  the  two  together  as  if  they  were  one.  As  to 
the  evidence  purporting  to  prove  that  Philotas  did  conspire,  Arrian  tells  us 
that  “  the  informers  came  forward  before  the  assembled  soldiers  and  con¬ 
victed  Philotas  with  the  rest  by  other  indicia  not  obscure,  but  chiefly  by  this 
—  that  Philotas  confessed  to  have  heard  of  a  conspiracy  going  on,  without 
mentioning  it  to  Alexander,  though  twice  a  day  in  his  presence”  —  kcU 
roi)g  yyvvraq  rob  epyov  n apeMovra^  k^eXey^ai  4><Acjrav  re  kgi  rove  ay<p '  ai>- 
rdv  a  A  A  o « c  re  eA  e  y l  g  ovu  u<f>aveaitKaiyuXtOTa  otl  avrdf 
^lTiutuq  nenvadai  yev  —  ovveQrj,  etc.  What  these  other  indicia  were,  we 
are  not  told  ;  but  we  may  see  how  slender  was  their  value,  when  we  learn 
that  the  non-revelation  admitted  by  Philotas  was  stronger  than  any  of  them- 
The  non-revelation,  when  we  recollect  that  Nikomachus  wras  the  only 
informant  (Arrian  loosely  talks  of  yyvvTag,  as  if  there  were  more),  proves 
absolutely  nothing  as  to  the  complicity  of  Philotas.  though  it  may  prove 
something  as  to  his  indiscretion.  Even  on  this  minor  charge,  Curtius  puts 
into  his  mouth  a  very  sufficient  exculpation.  But  if  Alexander  had  taken 
a  different  view,  and  dismissed  or  even  confined  him  for  it,  there  would 
have  been  little  room  for  remark. 

The  point  upon  which  Arrian  is  at  variance  with  Curtius,  is,  that  he 
states  “  Philotas  with  the  rest  to  have  been  shot  to  death  by  the  Macedo¬ 
nians  ”  —  thus,  seemingly  contradicting,  at  least  by  implication,  the  fact  of 
his  having  been  tortured.  Now  Plutarch,  Diodorus,  and  Justin,  all  concur 
with  Curtius  in  affirming  that  he  was  tortured.  On  such  a  matter,  I  prefer 
(heir  united  authority  to  that  of  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus.  These  two  last- 
mentioned  authors  were  probably  quite  content  to  believe  in  the  complicity 
of  Philotas  upon  the  authority  of  Alexander  himself ;  without  troubling 
themselves  to  criticise  the  proofs.  They  tell  us  that  Alexander  vehemently 
denounced  ( Karriyopgaai  ioxvpug)  Philotas  before  the  assembled  soldiers. 
After  this,  any  mere  shadow  or  pretence  of  proof  would  be  sufficient.  More¬ 
over,  let  us  recollect  that  Ptolemy  obtained  his  promotion,  to  be  one  of  the 
confidential  body  guards  (ooyaTocbvXaKsg),  out  of  this  very  conspiracy,  real  or 
fictitious ;  he  was  promoted  to  the  post  of  the  condemned  Demetrius 
(Arrian,  iii.  27,  11 ) 

How  little  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus  cared  to  do  justice  to  any  one  whom 
Alexander  hated,  may  be  seen  by  what  they  say  afterwards  about  the 
philosopher  Kallisthenes.  Both  of  them  affirmed  that  the  pages,  condemned 
for  conspiracy  against  Alexander,  deposed  against  Kallisthenes  as  having 
instigated  them  to  the  deed  (Arrian,  iv.  14,  1).  Now  we  know,  from  the 
authority  of  Alexander  himself,  whose  letters  Plutarch  quotes  (Alexaud  55)» 
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Li  ted  to  them  Alexander’s  written  orders,  to  which  the  soldiers 
yielded,  not  without  murmurs  of  reluctance  and  indignation. 
Most  of  them  dispersed,  yet  a  few  remained,  entreating  permis¬ 
sion  to  bury  Parmenio’s  body.  Even  this  was  long  refused  by 
Kleander,  from  dread  of  the  king’s  displeasure.  At  last,  how¬ 
ever,  thinking  it  prudent  to  comply  in  part,  he  cut  off  the  head, 
delivering  to  them  the  trunk  alone  for  burial.  The  head  was 
sent  to  Alexander.* 1 

Among  the  many  tragical  deeds  recounted  throughout  the 
course  of  this  history,  there  is  none  more  revolting  than  the  fate 
of  these  two  generals.  Alexander,  violent  in  all  his  impulses, 
displayed  on  this  occasion  a  personal  rancor  worthy  of  his  fero¬ 
cious  mother  Olympias,  exasperated  rather  than  softened  by  the 
magnitude  of  past  services.2  When  we  see  the  greatest  officers 
of  the  Macedonian  army  directing  in  person,  and  under  the  eye 
of  Alexander,  the  laceration  and  burning  of  the  naked  body  of 
their  colleague  Philotas,  and  assassinating  with  their  own  hands 
the  veteran  Parmenio,  —  we  feel  how  much  we  have  passed  out 
of  the  region  of  Greek  civic  feeling  into  that  of  the  more  savage 
Illyrian  warrior,  partially  orientalized.  It  is  not  surprising  to 
read,  that  Antipater,  viceroy  of  Macedonia,  who  had  shared  with 
Parmenio  the  favor  and  confidence  of  Philip  as  well  as  of  Alex¬ 
ander,  should  tremble  when  informed  of  such  proceedings,  and 
cast  about  for  a  refuge  against  the  like  possibilities  to  himself. 
Many  other  officers  were  alike  alarmed  and  disgusted  with  the 
transactions.3  Hence  Alexander,  opening  and  examining  the 


that  the  pages  denied  the  privity  of  any  one  else  —  maintaining  the  project 
to  have  been  altogether  their  own.  To  their  great  honor,  the  pages  per¬ 
sisted  in  this  deposition,  even  under  extreme  tortures  —  though  they  knew 
that  a  deposition  against  Kallisthenes  was  desired  from  them. 

My  belief  is,  that  Diodorus,  Plutarch,  Curtius,  and  Justin,  are  correct  in 
stating  that  Philotas  was  tortured.  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus  have  thought 
themselves  warranted  in  omitting  this  fact,  which  they  probably  had  little 
satisfaction  in  reflecting  upon.  If  Philotas  was  not  tortured,  there  could 
have  been  no  evidence  at  all  against  Parmenio' — for  the  only  evidence 
against  the  latter  was  the  extorted  confession  of  Philotas. 

1  Curtius,  vii.  2,  32,  33. 

*  Contrast  the  conduct  of  Alexander  towards  Philotas  and  Parmenio, 

with  that  of  Cyrus  the  younger  towards  the  conspirator  Orontes,  as  described 
k  Xenophon,  Anabas.  i.  6.  3  Plutarch,  Alexand.  49. 
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letters  sent  home  from  his  army  to  Macedonia,  detected  such 
strong  expressions  of  indignation,  that  he  thought  it  prudent  to 
transfer  many  pronounced  malcontents  into  a  division  by  them¬ 
selves,  parting  them  off  from  the  remaining  army.1  Instead  of 
appointing  any  substitute  for  Philotas  in  the  command  of  the 
Companion-cavalry,  he  cast  that  body  into  two  divisions,  nomi¬ 
nating  Hephsestion  to  the  command  of  one  and  Kleitus  to  that  of 
the  other.2 

The  autumn  and  winter  were  spent  by  Alexander  in  reducing 
Drangiana,  Gedrosia,  Arachosia,  and  the  Paropamisadae ;  the 
modern  Seiestan,  Afghanistan,  and  the  western  part  of  Kabul, 
lying  between  Ghazna  on  the  north,  Kandahar  or  Kelat  on  the 
south,  and  Furrah  in  the  west.  He  experienced  no  combined 
resistance,  but  his  troops  suffered  severely  from  cold  and  priva¬ 
tion.3  Near  the  southern  termination  of  one  of  the  passes  of  the 
Hindoo-Koosh  (apparently  north-east  of  the  town  of  Kabul)  he 
founded  a  new  city,  called  Alexandria  ad  Caucasum,  where  he 
planted  7000  old  soldiers,  Macedonians,  and  others  as  colonists.4 


1  Curtius,  vii.  2,  36  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  80  ;  Justin,  xii.  5. 

2  Arrian,  iii.  27,  8. 

3  Arrian,  iii.  28,  2.  About  the  geography,  compare  Wilson’s  Ariana 

Antiqua,  p.  173-178.  “  By  perambulator,  the  distance  from  Herat  to  Kan 

dahar  is  371  miles;  from  Kandahar  to  Kabul,  309:  total  688  miles 
(English).”  The  principal  city  in  Drangiana  (Seiestan)  mentioned  by  the 
subsequent  Greek  geographers  is,  Prophthasia ;  existing  seemingly  before 
Alexander’s  arrival.  See  the  fragments  of  his  mensores ,  ap.  Didot,  Fragtn. 
Hist.  Alex.  Magn.  p.  135;  Pliny,  H.  N.  Vi.  21.  The  quantity  of  remains 
of  ancient  cities,  still  to  be  found  in  this  territory,  is  remarkable.  Wilson 
observes  this  (p.  154). 

4  Arrian,  iii.  28,  6;  Curtius,  vii.  3,  23  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  83.  Alexandria  in 
Ariis  is  probably  Herat;  Alexandria  in  Arachosia  is  probably  Kandahar. 
But  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  is  mentioned  as  having  been  founded  by 
Alexander,  either  in  Arrian  or  Curtius,  or  Diodorus.  The  name  Alexan- 
dria  does  not  prove  that  they  were  founded  by  him ;  for  several  of  the 
Diodochi  called  their  own  foundations  by  his  name  (Strabo,  xiii.  p.  593)* 
Considering  how  very  short  a  time  Alexander  spent  in  these  regions,  the 
wonder  is,  that  he  could  have  found  time  to  establish  those  foundations 
which  are  expressly  ascribed  to  him  by  Arrian  and  his  other  historians. 
The  authority  of  Pliny  and  Steph.  Byzant.  is  hardly  sufficient  to  warrant  us  in 
ascribing  to  him  more.  The  exact  site  of  Alexandria  ad  Caucasum  cannot  be 
determined,  for  want  of  sufficient  topographical  data.  There  seems  much 
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Towards  the  close  of  winter  he  crossed  over  the  mighty  range  of 
the  Hindoo  Koosh ;  a  march  of  fifteen  days  through  regions  of 
snow,  and  fraught  with  hardship  to  his  army.  On  reaching  the 
north  side,  of  these  mountains,  he  found  himself  in  Baktria. 

The  Baktrian  leader  Bessus,  who  had  assumed  the  title  of 
king,  could  muster  no  more  than  a  small  force,  with  which  he 
laid  waste  the  country,  and  then  retired  across  the  river  Oxus 
infcc  Sogdiana,  destroying  all  the  boats.  Alexander  overran 
Baktria  with  scarce  any  resistance ;  the  chief  places,  Baktra 
(Balkh)  and  Aornos  surrendering  to  him  on  the  first  demonstra¬ 
tion  of  attack.  Having  named  Artabazus  satrap  of  Baktria,  and 
placed  Archelaus  with  a  garrison  in  Aornos,* 1  he  marched  north¬ 
ward  towards  the  river  Oxus,  the  boundary  between  Baktria  and 
Sogdiana.  It  was  a  march  of  extreme  hardship  ;  reaching  for 
two  or  three  days  across  a  sandy  desert  destitute  of  water,  and 
under  very  hot  weather.  The  Oxus,  six  furlongs  in  breadth, 
deep,  and  rapid,  was  the  most  formidable  river  that  the  Mace¬ 
donians  had  yet  seen.2  Alexander  transported  his  army  across 
it  on  the  tent-skins  inflated  and  stuffed  with  straw.  It  seems 
surprising  that  Bessus  did  not  avail  himself  of  this  favorable  op¬ 
portunity  for  resisting  a  passage  in  itself  so  difficult ;  he  had 
however  been  abandoned  by  his  Baktrian  cavalry  at  the  moment 
when  he  quitted  their  territory.  Some  of  his  companions,  Spita- 


probability  that  it  was  at  the  place  called  Beghram,  twenty-five  miles  north¬ 
east  of  Kabul  —  in  the  way  between  Kabul  on  the  south  side  of  the  Hindoo- 
Koosh,  and  Anderhab  on  the  north  side.  The  prodigious  number  of  coins 
and  relics,  Greek  as  well  as  Mohammedan,  discovered  by  Mr.  Masson  at 
Beghram,  supply  better  evidence  for  identifying  the  site  with  that  of  Alex¬ 
andria  ad  Caucasus,  than  can  be  pleaded  on  behalf  of  any  other  locality. 
See  Masson's  Narrative  of  Journeys  in  Afghanistan,  etc.,  vol.  iii.  ch  7.  p 
148  seqq. 

In  crossing  the  Hindoo-Koosh  from  south  to  north,  Alexander  probably 
marched  by  the  pass  of  Bamian,  which  seems  the  only  one  among  the  four 
passes  open  to  an  army  in  the  winter.  See  Wood’s  Journey  to  the  Oxus, 
p.  195. 

1  Arrian,  iii.  29.  3 ;  Curtius,  vii.  5,  1 

*  Arrian,  iii.  29.  4 ;  Strabo,  xi.  p.  509.  Evidently  Ptolemy  and  Aristobu- 
lus  were  much  more  awe-struck  with  the  Oxus,  than  with  either  the  Tigris 
or  the  Euphrates.  Arrian  (iv.  6,  13)  takes  his  standard  cf  comparison,  ifi 
regard  to  rivers,  from  the  river  Peneius  in  Thessaly. 
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menes  and  others,  terrified  at  the  news  that  Alexander  had 
crossed  the  Oxus,  were  anxious  to  make  their  own  peace  by  be¬ 
traying  their  leader.1  They  sent  a  proposition  to  this  effect ; 
upon  which  Ptolemy  with  a  light  division  was  sent  forward  by 
Alexander,  and  was  enabled,  by  extreme  celerity  of  movements, 
to  surprise  and  seize  Bessus  in  a  village.  Alexander  ordered 
that  he  should  be  held  in  chains,  naked  and  with  a  collar  round 
his  neck,  at  the  side  of  the  road  along  which  the  army  were 
marching.  On  reaching  the  spot,  Alexander  stopped  his  chariot, 
and  sternly  demanded  from  Bessus,  on  what  pretence  he  had 
first  arrested,  and  afterwards  slain,  his  king  and  benefactor  Da¬ 
rius.  Bessus  replied,  that  he  had  not  done  this  single-handed ; 
others  were  concerned  in  it  along  with  him,  to  procure  for  them¬ 
selves  lenient  treatment  from  Alexander.  The  king  said  no 
more,  but  ordered  Bessus  to  be  scourged,  and  then  sent  back  as 
prisoner  to  Baktra2 * * * * * 8  —  where  we  shall  again  hear  of  him. 

In  his  onward  march,  Alexander  approached  a  small  town,  in¬ 
habited  by  the  Branchidae ;  descendants  of  those  Branchidae  near 


1  Curtius,  vii.  5,  19.  The  exactness  of  Quintus  Curtius,  in  describing  the 

general  features  of  Baktria  and  Sogdiana,  is  attested  in  the  strongest  lan¬ 

guage  by  modern  travellers.  See  Burnes’s  Travels  into  Bokhara,  vol.  ii.  ch. 

8.  p.  211,  2nd  edit.;  also  Morier,  Second  Journey  in  Persia,  p.  282. 

But  in  the  geographical  details  of  the  country,  we  are  at  fault.  We  have 

not  sufficient  data  to  identify  more  than  one  or  two  of  the  localities  men¬ 
tioned,  in  the  narrative  of  Alexander’s  proceedings,  either  by  Curtius  or 
Arrian.  That  Marakanda  is  the  modern  Samarkand  —  the  river  Polytime- 
tus,  the  modern  Kohik  —  and  Baktra  or'Zariaspa  the  modern  Balkh  — 
appears  certain  ;  but  the  attempts  made  by  commentators  to  assign  the 
site  of  other  places  are  not  such  as  to  carry  conviction. 

In  fact,  these  countries,  at  the  present  moment,  are  known  only  super¬ 
ficially  as  to  their  general  scenery;  for  purposes  of  measurement  and 
geography,  they  are  almost  unknown  ;  as  may  be  seen  by  any  one  who 
reads  the  Introduction  to  Erskine’s  translation  of  the  Memoirs  of  Sultan 
Baber. 

8  Arrian,  iii.  30,  5-10.  These  details  are  peculiarly  authentic,  as  coming 
from  Ptolemy,  the  person  chiefly  concerned. 

Aristobulus  agreed  in  the  description  of  the  guise  in  which  Bessus  was 
exhibited,  but  stated  that  he  was  brought  up  in  this  way  by  Spitamenes 
and  Dataphernes.  Curtius  (vii.  24,  36)  follows  this  version.  Diodorus 
also  gives  an  account  very  like  it,  mentioning  nothing  about  Ptolemy  (xvii. 
33). 
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Miletus  on  the  coast  of  Ionia,  who  had  administered  the  great 
temple  and  oracle  of  Apollo  on  Cape  Poseidion,  and  who  had 
yielded  up  the  treasures  of  that  temple  to  the  Persian  king  Xer¬ 
xes,  150  years  before.  This  surrender  had  brought  upon  them 
so  much  odium,  that  when  the  dominion  of  Xerxes  was  over¬ 
thrown  on  the  coast,  they  retired  with  him  into  the  interior  of 
Asia.  He  assigned  to  them  lands  in  the  distant  region  of  Sog- 
diana,  where  their  descendants  had  ever  since  remained ;  bilin¬ 
gual  and  partially  dis-hellenized,  yet  still  attached  to  their  tradi¬ 
tions  and  origin.  Delighted  to  find  themselves  once  more  in 
commerce  with  Greeks,  they  poured  forth  to  meet  and  welcome 
the  army,  tendering  all  that  they  possessed.  Alexander,  when 
he  heard  who  they  were  and  what  was  their  parentage,  desired 
the  Milesians  in  his  army  to  determine  how  they  should  be 
treated.  But  as  these  Milesians  were  neither  decided  nor  unan¬ 
imous,  Alexander  announced  that  he  would  determine  for  him¬ 
self.  Having  first  occupied  the  city  in  person  with  a  select  de¬ 
tachment,  he  posted  his  army  all  round  the  walls,  and  then  gave 
orders  not  only  to  plunder  it,  but  to  massacre  the  entire  popula¬ 
tion —  men,  women,  and  children.  They  were  slain  without 
arms  or  attempt  at  resistance,  resorting  to  nothing  but  prayers 
and  suppliant  manifestations.  Alexander  next  commanded  the 
walls  to  be  levelled,  and  the  sacred  groves  cut  down,  so  that  no 
habitable  site  might  remain,  nor  any  thing  except  solitude  and 
sterility.1  Such  was  the  revenge  taken  upon  these  unhappy  vic- 


1  Curtius,  vii.  23  ;  Plutarch  de  Ser&  Numinis  Vindicta,  p.  557  B  ;  Strabo 
xi.  p.  518  :  compare  also  xiv.  p.  634,  and  xvii.  p.  814.  This  last-mentioned 
passage  of  Strabo  helps  us  to  understand  the  peculiarly  strong  pious  fer¬ 
vor  with  which  Alexander  regarded  the  temple  and  oracle  of  Branchidae. 
At  the  time  when  Alexander  went  up  to  the  oracle  of  Ammon  in  Egypt, 
for  the  purpose  of  affiliating  himself  to  Zeus  Ammon,  there  came  to  him 
envoys  from  Miletas,  announcing  that  the  oracle  at  Branchidae,  which  had 
been  silent  ever  since  the  time  of  Xerxes,  had  just  begun  to  give  prophecy, 
and  had  certified  the  fact  that  Alexander  was  the  son  of  Zeus,  besides 
many  other  encouraging  predictions. 

The  massacre  of  the  Branchidae  by  Alexander  was  described  by  Diodorus, 
but  was  contained  in  that  part  of  the  seventeenth  book  which  is  lost;  there 
is  a  great  lacuna  in  the  MSS.  after  cap.  83.  The  fact  is  distinctly  indicated 
in  the  table  of  contents  prefixed  to  Book  xvii. 

Arrian  makes  no  mention  of  these  descendants  of  the  Branchidae  iQ 
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tims  for  the  deeds  of  their  ancestors  in  the  fourth  or  fifth  genera< 
tion  before.  Alexander  doubtless  considered  himself  to  be  exe¬ 
cuting  the  wrath  of  Apollo  against  an  accursed  race  who  had 
robbed  the  temple  of  the  god.* 1  The  Macedonian  expedition 
had  been  proclaimed  to  be  undertaken  originally  for  the  purpose 
of  revenging  upon  the  contemporary  Persians  the  ancient  wrongs 
done  to  Greece  by  Xerxes ;  so  that  Alexander  would  follow  out 
the  same  sentiment  in  revenging  upon  the  contemporary  Bran- 
chidae  the  acts  of  their  ancestors  —  yet  more  guilty  than  Xerxes, 
in  his  belief.  The  massacre  of  this  unfortunate  population  was 
in  fact  an  example  of  human  sacrifice  on  the  largest  scale,  offered 
to  the  gods  by  the  religious  impulses  of  Alexander,  and  worthy 
to  be  compared  to  that  of  the  Carthaginian  general  Hannibal, 
when  he  sacrificed  3000  Grecian  prisoners  on  the  field  of  Hime- 
ra,  where  his  grandfather  Hamilkar  had  been  slain  seventy  years 
before.2 

Alexander  then  continued  his  onward  progress,  first  to  Mara- 
kanda  (Samarcand),  the  chief  town  of  Sogdiana —  next,  to  the 
river  Jaxartes,  which  he  and  his  companions,  in  their  imperfect 
geographical  notions,  believed  to  be  the  Tanais,  the  boundary 
between  Asia  and  Europe.3  In  his  march,  he  left  garrisons  in 


Sogdiana,  nor  of  the  destruction  of  the  town  and  its  inhabitants  by  Alex¬ 
ander.  Perhaps  neither  Ptolemy  nor  Aristobulus  said  anything  about  it. 
Their  silence  is  not  at  all  difficult  to  explain,  nor  does  it,  in  my  judgment, 
impeach  the  credibility  of  the  narrative.  They  do  not  feel  under  obligation 
to  give  publicity  to  the  worst  acts  of  their  hero. 

1  The  Delphian  oracle  pronounced,  in  explaining  the  subjugation  and 
ruin  of  Kroesus  king  of  Lydia,  that  he  had  thereby  expiated  the  sin  of  his 
ancestor  in  the  fifth  generation  before  (Herodot.  i.  91  :  compare  vi.  86). 
Immediately  before  the  breaking  out  of  the  Peloponnesian  war,  the  Lacedae¬ 
monians  called  upon  the  Athenians  to  expel  the  descendants  of  those  who 
had  taken  part  in  the  Kylonian  sacrilege,  180  years  before ;  they  addressed 
this  injunction  with  a  view  to  procure  the  banishment  of  Perikles,  yet  still 
rolg  1 9eolg  irpurov  TipupovvTeg  (Thucyd.  i.  125-127). 

The  idea  that  the  sins  of  fathers  were  visited  upon  their  descendants,  even 
to  the  third  and  fourth  generation,  had  great  currency  in  the  ancient 
world. 

2  Diodor.  xiii.  62.  See  Vol.  X.  Ch.  lxxxi.  p.  413  of  this  History. 

3  Pliny,  H.  N.  vi.  16.  In  the  Meteorologica  of  Aristotle  (i  13,  15-18)  we 
read  that  the  rivers  Bahtrus,  Choaspes,  and  Araxes  flowed  from  the  lofty 
mountain  Parnasus  (Paropamis:vs  ?)  in  Asia;  and  that  the  Araxes  bifur 
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various  towns,* 1 *  but  experienced  no  resistance,  though  detached 
bodies  of  the  natives  hovered  on  his  flanks.  Some  of  these  bod* 
ies,  having  cut  off*  a  few  of  his  foragers,  took  refuge  afterwards 
on  a  steep  and  rugged  mountain,  conceived  to  be  unassailable. 

-  Thither  however  Alexander  pursued  them,  at  the  head  of  his 
lightest  and  most  active  troops.  Though  at  first  repulsed,  he 
succeeded  in  scaling  and  capturing  the  place.  Of  its  defenders, 
thirty  thousand  in  number,  three  fourths  were  either  put  to  the 
sword,  or  perished  in  jumping  down  the  precipices.  Several  of 
his  soldiers  were  wounded  with  arrows,  and  he  himself  received 
a  shot  from  one  of  them  through  his  leg.3  But  here,  as  else¬ 
where,  we  perceive  that  nearly  all  the  Orientals  whom  Alexan¬ 
der  subdued  were  men  little  suited  for  close  combat  hand  to 
hand,  —  fighting  only  with  missiles. 

Here,  on  the  river  Jaxartes,  Alexander  projected  the  founda¬ 
tion  of  a  new  city  to  bear  his  name ;  intended  partly  as  a  pro¬ 
tection  against  incursions  from  the  Scythian  Nomads  on  the  other 
side  of  the  river,  partly  as  a  facility  for  himself  to  cross  over  and 
subdue  them,  which  he  intended  to  do  as  soon  as  he  could  find 
opportunity.®  He  was  however  called  off  for  the  time  by  the 
news  of  a  wide-spread  revolt  among  the  newly-conquered  inhab¬ 
itants  both  of  Sogdiana  and  Baktria.  He  suppressed  the  revolt 
with  his  habitual  vigor  and  celerity,  distributing  his  troops  so  as 
to  capture  five  townships  in  two  days,  and  Kyropolis  or  Kyra, 
the  largest  of  the  neighboring  Sogdian  towns  (founded  by  the 
Persian  Cyrus),  immediately  afterwards.  He  put  all  the  defend¬ 
ers  and  inhabitants  to  the  sword.  Returning  then  to  the  Jax¬ 
artes,  he  completed  in  twenty  days  the  fortifications  of  his  new 
town  of  Alexandria  (perhaps  at  or  near  Khodjend),  with  suitable 


cated,  one  branch  forming  the  Tanais,  which  fell  into  the  Palus  Maeotis. 
For  this  fact  he  refers  to  the  yr/c  irepiofiot  current  in  his  time.  It  seems 
plain  that  by  the  Araxes  Aristotle  must  mean  the  Jaxartes.  We  see,  there¬ 
fore,  that  Alexander  and  his  companions,  in  identifying  the  Jaxartes  with 
the  Tanais,  only  followed  the  geographical  descriptions  and  ideas  current 
in  their  time.  Humboldt  remarks  several  cases  in  which  the  Greek  geogra¬ 
phers  were  fond  of  supposing  bifurcation  of  rivers  (Asie  Centrale,  vol.  ii 
p.  291). 

1  Arrian,  iv.  1,5.  *  Arrian,  iii.  30,  17. 

3  Arrian,  iv.  1,  3 

VOL.  XII 
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sacrifices  and  festivities  to  the  gods.  He  planted  in  it  some 
Macedonian  veterans  and  Grecian  mercenaries,  together  with 
volunteer  settlers  from  the  natives  around.1 *  An  army  of  Scy¬ 
thian  Nomads,  showing  themselves  on  the  other  side  of  the  river, 
piqued  his  vanity  to  cross  over  and  attack  them.  Carrying  over 
a  division  of  his  army  on  inflated  skins,  he  defeated  them  with 
little  difficulty,  pursuing  them  briskly  into  the  desert.  But  the 
weather  was  intensely  hot,  and  the  army  suffered  much  from 
thirst ;  while  the  little  water  to  be  found  was  so  bad,  that  it 
brought  upon  Alexander  a  diarrhoea  which  endangered  his  life.* 
This  chase,  of  a  few  miles  on  the  right  bank  of  the  Jaxartes 
(seemingly  in  the  present  Klianat  of  Kokand,)  marked  the  ut¬ 
most  limit  of  Alexander’s  progress  northward. 

Shortly  afterwards,  a  Macedonian  detachment,  unskilfully  con¬ 
ducted,  was  destroyed  in  Sogdiana  by  Spitamenes  and  the  Scy¬ 
thians  :  a  rare  misfortune,  which  Alexander  avenged  by  over¬ 
running  the  region3  near  the  river  Polytimetus  (the  Kohik),  and 
putting  to  the  sword  the  inhabitants  of  all  the  towns  which  he 
took.  He  then  recrossed  the  Oxus,  to  rest  during  the  extreme 
season  of  winter  at  Zariaspa  in  Baktria,  from  whence  his  commu¬ 
nications  with  the  West  and  with  Macedonia  were  more  easy, 
and  where  he  received  various  reinforcements  of  Greek  troops.4 
Bessus,  who  had  been  here  retained  as  a  prisoner,  was  now 
brought  forward  amidst  a  public  assembly  ;  wherein  Alexander, 
having  first  reproached  him  for  his  treason  to  Darius,  caused  his 
nose  and  ears  to  be  cut  off*  — :  and  sent  him  in  this  condition  to 
Ekbatana,  to  be  finally  slain  by  the  Medes  and  Persians.5  Mu¬ 
tilation  was  a  practice  altogether  Oriental  and  non-Hellenic: 


1  Arrian,  iv.  3,  17;  Curtius,  vii.  6,  25. 

3  Arrian,  iv.  5,  6 ;  Curtius,  vii.  9. 

3  Arrian,  iv.  6,  11 ;  Curtius,  vii.  9,  22.  The  river,  called  by  the  Macedo¬ 
nians  Polytimetus  (Strabo,  xi.  p.  518),  now  bears  the  name  of  Kohik  or  Zu- 
rufshan.  It  rises  in  the  mountains  east  of  Samarkand,  and  flowing  west¬ 
ward  on  the  north  of  that  city  and  of  Bokhara.  It  does  not  reach  so  far  a$ 
the  Oxus ;  during  the  full  time  of  the  year,  it  falls  into  a  lake  called  Kara¬ 
kul;  during  the  dry  months,  it  is  lost  in  the  sands,  as  Arrian  stai® 
(Bumes’s  Travels,  vol.  ii.  ch.  xi.  p  299.  ed.  2nd.). 

4  Arrian,  iv.  7,  1,-  Curtius,  vii.  10,  12. 

4  Arrian,  iv.  7,  5. 
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■Sven  Arrian,  admiring  and  indulgent  as  he  is  towards  his  hero, 
censures  this  savage  order,  as  one  among  many  proofs  how  much 
Alexander  had  taken  on  Oriental  dispositions.  We  may  remark 
that  his  extreme  wrath  on  this  occasion  was  founded  partly  on 
disappointment  that  Bessus  had  frustrated  his  toilsome  efforts  for 
taking  Darius  alive  —  partly  on  the  fact  that  the  satrap  had  com¬ 
mitted  treason  against  the  king’s  person,  which  it  was  the  policy 
as  well  as  the  feeling  of  Alexander  to  surround  with  a  circle  of 
Deity.* 1 *  For  as  to  traitors  against  Persia,  as  a  cause  and  coun¬ 
try,  Alexander  had  never  discouraged,  and  had  sometimes  sig¬ 
nally  recompensed  them.  Mithrines,  the  governor  of  Sardis, 
who  opened  to  him  the  gates  of  that  almost  impregnable  fortress 
immediately  after  the  battle  of  the  Granikus  —  the  traitor  who 
perhaps,  next  to  Darius  himself,  had  done  most  harm  to  the  Per¬ 
sian  cause  —  obtained  from  him  high  favor  and  promotion.9 

The  rude  but  spirited  tribes  of  Baktria  and  Sogdiana  were  as 
yet  but  imperfectly  subdued,  seconded  as  their  resistance  was  by 
wide  spaces  of  sandy  desert,  by  the  neighborhood  of  the  Scy¬ 
thian  Nomads,  and  by  the  presence  of  Spitamenes  as  a  leader. 
Alexander,  distributing  his  army  into  five  divisions,  traversed 
the  country  and  put  down  all  resistance,  while  he  also  took 
measures  for  establishing  several  military  posts,  or  new  towns  in 
convenient  places.3  After  some  time  the  whole  army  was  re¬ 
united  at  the  chief  place  of  Sogdiana  —  Marakanda  —  where 
some  halt  and  repose  was  given.4 * * * 


}  After  describing  the  scene  at  Rome,  when  the  Emperor  Galba  was  d8 
posed  and  assassinated  in  the  forum,  Tacitus  observes  —  “  Plures  quam  cen 
turn  et  viginti  libellos  prasmia  exposcentium,  ob  aliquam  notabilem  ilia  die 
operam,  Vitellius  posted  invenit,  omnesque  conquiri  et  interfici  jussit :  non 
honore  Galbce,  sed  tradito  principibus  more ,  munimentum  ad  prcesens,  in  posterum 
ultionem ”  (Tacitus,  Hist.  i.  44). 

*  Arrian,  i.  17,  3  j  iii.  16,  8.  Curtius,  iii.  12,  6;  v.  1,  44. 

1  Curtius  (vii.  10,  15)  mentions  six  cities  (oppida)  founded  by  Alexander 

in  these  regions ;  apparently  somewhere  north  of  the  Oxus,  but  the  sites 

cannot  be  made  out.  Justin  (xii.  5)  alludes  to  twelve  foundations  in  Bak¬ 
tria  and  Sogdiana. 

4  Arrian,  iv.  16,  4  Curtius,  vii.  10,  1.  “  Sogdiana  regio  magn&  ex  parte 

dese-laestj  octingenta  fere  stadia  in  latitudinem  vastrn  solitudines  tea* 

ent.” 

Respecting  the  same  country  (Sogdiana  and  Baktria),  Mr.  Erskine  ob 
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During  this  halt  at  Marakanda  (S  imarcandj  the  memorable 
banquet  occurred  wherein  Alexander  murdered  Kleitus.  It  has 
been  already  related  that  Kleitus  had  saved  his  life  at  the  battle 
of  the  Granikus,  by  cutting  off  tne  sword  arm  of  the  Persian  Spi- 
thridates  when  already  uplifted  to  strike  him  from  behind.  Since 
the  death  of  Philotas,  the  important  function  of  general  of  the 
Companion-cavalry  had  been  divided  between  Hephaestion  and 
Kleitus.  Moreover,  the  family  of  Kleitus  had  been  attached  to 
Philip,  by  ties  so  ancient,  that  his  sister,  LanikS,  had  been  se¬ 
lected  as  the  nurse  of  Alexander  himself  when  a  child.  Two 
of  her  sons  had  already  perished  in  the  Asiatic  battles.  Itj 
therefore,  there  were  any  man  who  stood  high  in  the  service,  or 
was  privileged  to  speak  his  mind  freely  to  Alexander,  it  was 
Kleitus. 

In  this  banquet  at  Marakanda,  when  wine,  according  to  the 
Macedonian  habit,  had  been  abudantly  drunk,  and  when  Alexan¬ 
der,  Kleitus,  and  most  of  the  other  guests  were  already  nearly 
intoxicated,  enthusiasts  or  flatterers  heaped  immoderate  eulogies 
upon  the  king’s  past  achievements.1  They  exalted  him  above 
all  the  most  venerated  legendary  heroes ;  they  proclaimed  that 
his  superhuman  deeds  proved  his  divine  paternity,  and  that  he 
had  earned  an  apotheosis  like  Herakles,  which  nothing  but  envy 
could  withhold  from  him  during  his  life.  Alexander  himself 
joined  in  these  boasts,  and  even  took  credit  for  the  later  victories 
of  the  reign  of  his  father,  whose  abilities  and  glory  he  depre¬ 
ciated.  To  the  old  Macedonian  officers,  such  an  insult  cast  on 


serves  (Introduction  to  the  Memoirs  of  Sultan  Baber,  p.  xliii.) :  —  “The 
face  of  the  country  is  extremely  broken,  and  divided  by  lofty  hills  ;  even  the 
plains  are  diversified  by  great  varieties  of  soil,  —  some  extensive  districts 
along  the  Kohik  river,  nearly  the  whole  of  Ferghana  (along  the  Jaxartes), 
the  greater  part  of  Kwarizm  along  the  branches  of  the  Oxus,  with  the  large 
portions  of  Balkh,  Badakshan,  Kesh,  and  Hissar,  being  of  uncommon 
fertility ;  while  the  greater  part  of  the  rest  is  a  barren  waste,  and  in  some 
places  a  sandy  desert.  Indeed  the  whole  country  north  of  the  Oxus  has  a 
decided  tendency  to  degenerate  into  desert,  and  many  of  its  most  fruitful 
spaces  are  nearly  surrounded  by  barren  sands ;  so  that  the  population  of 
all  these  districts  still,  as  in  the  time  of  Baber,  consists  of  the  fixed  inhabit 
ants  of  the  cities  and  fertile  lands,  and  :>f  the  unsettled  and  roving  wander 
ers  of  the  desert,  ’•ho  dwell  in  tents  of  felt,  and  live  on  the  produce  of  theif 
flocks.”  1  Arrian,  iv.  8,  7. 
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the  memory  of  Philip  was  deeply  offensive.  But  among  them 
all,  none  had  been  more  indignant  than  Kleitus,  with  the  grow¬ 
ing  insolence  of  Alexander  —  his  assumed  filiation  from  Zeus 
Ammon,  which  put  aside  Philip  as  unworthy  —  his  preference 
for  Persian  attendants,  who  granted  or  refused  admittance  to  his 
person  —  his  extending  to  Macedonian  soldiers  the  contemptuous 
treatment  habitually  endured  by  Asiatics,  and  even  allowing 
them  to  be  scourged  by  Persian  hands  and  Persian  rods.1  The 
pride  of  a  Macedonian  general  in  the  stupendous  successes  of  the 
last  five  years,  was  effaced  by  his  mortification  when  he  saw  that 
they  tended  only  to  merge  his  countrymen  amidst  a  crowd  of 
servile  Asiatics,  and  to  inflame  the  prince  with  high-flown 
aspirations  transmitted  from  Xerxes  or  Ochus.  But  whatever 
might  be  the  internal  thoughts  of  Macedonian  officers,  they  held 
their  peace  before  Alexander,  whose  formidable  character  and 
exorbitant  self-estimation  would  tolerate  no  criticism. 

At  the  banquet  of  Marakanda,  this  long  suppressed  repug¬ 
nance  found  an  issue,  accidental  indeed  and  unpremeditated,  but 
for  that  very  reason  ail  the  more  violent  and  unmeasured.  The 
wine,  which  made  Alexander  more  boastful  and  his  flatterers 
fulsome  to  excess,  overpowered  altogether  the  reserve  of  Kleitus. 
He  rebuked  the  impiety  of  those  who  degraded  the  ancient 
heroes  in  order  to  make  a  pedestal  for  Alexander.  He  protested 
against  the  injustice  of  disparaging  the  exalted  and  legitimate 
fame  of  Philip ;  whose  achievements  he  loudly  extolled,  pro¬ 
nouncing  them  to  be  equal,  and  even  superior  to  those  of  his 
son.  For  the  exploits  of  Alexander,  splendid  as  they  were,  had 
been  accomplished,  not  by  himself  alone,  but  by  that  uncon¬ 
querable  Macedonian  force  which  he  had  found  ready  made  to 
his  hands  ;  2  whereas  those  of  Philip  had  been  his  own  —  since 
he  had  found  Macedonia  prostrate  and  disorganized,  and  had  had 
to  create  for  himself  both  soldiers,  and  a  military  system.  The 


1  Plutarch,  Alexand.  51  Nothing  can  be  more  touching  than  the  words 
put  by  Plutarch  into  the  mouth  of  Kleitus — ’AAA’  ovde  vvv 

*AA etjavdpe,  roiavra  reXr/  tuv  ttovwv  Ko/Lutypevoi,  panapiCopev  fie  rovg  f/dij 
re&vrjKOTas  -rzplv  ideiv  Mrjdinalf;  fiaftdois  ^aivopevovg  M ancdovac,  nal  Tlep- 
Guv  deopevovg  iva  T<p  pamAei  npoaiX'&u/iEv. 

2  Arrian,  iv.  8,  8.  ovkovv  povov  ye  (’AA etjavdpov)  Kiranpa^ai  a vrd,  aAAc' 
yap  tto’X.v  pepog  Manedovuv  el  mi  tu  epya ,  etc.. 

18* 
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great  instruments  of  Alexander’s  victories  had  been  Philip’s  old 
soldiers,  whom  he  now  despised  —  and  among  them  Parmenio, 
whom  he  had  put  to  death. 

Remarks  such  as  these,  poured  forth  in  the  coarse  language 
of  a  hall-intoxicated  Macedonian  veteran,  provoked  loud  contra¬ 
diction  from  many,  and  gave  poignant  offence  to  Alexander; 
who  now  for  the  first  time  heard  the  open  outburst  of  disap¬ 
probation,  before  concealed  and  known  to  him  only  by  surmise. 
But  wrath  and  contradiction,  both  from  him  and  from  others, 
only  made  Kleitus  more  reckless  in  the  outpouring  of  his  own 
feelings,  now  discharged  with  delight  after  having  been  so  long 
pent  up.  He  passed  from  the  old  Macedonian  soldiers  to  him¬ 
self  individually.  Stretching  forth  his  right  hand  towards  Alex¬ 
ander,  he  exclaimed  —  “  Recollect  that  you  owe  your  life  to  me  ; 
this  hand  preserved  you  at  the  Granikus.  Listen  to  the  out¬ 
spoken  language  of  truth,  or  else  abstain  from  asking  freemen  to 
supper,  and  confine  yourself  to  the  society  of  barbaric  slaves.” 
All  these  reproaches  stung  Alexander  to  the  quick.  But  nothing 
was  so  intolerable  to  him  as  the  respectful  sympathy  for  Par¬ 
menio,  which  brought  to  his  memory  one  of  the  blackest  deecU 
of  his  life  —  and  the  reminiscence  of  his  preservation  at  the 
Granikus,  which  lowered  him  into  the  position  of  a  debtor  to¬ 
wards  the  very  censor  under  whose  reproof  he  was  now  smart¬ 
ing.  At  length  wrath  and  intoxication  together  drove  him  into 
uncontrollable  fury.  He  started  from  his  couch,  and  felt  for  his 
dagger  to  spring  at  Kleitus ;  but  the  dagger  had  been  put  out  of 
reach  by  one  of  his  attendants.  In  (i  loud  voice  and  with  the 
Macedonian  word  of  command,  he  summoned  the  body  guards 
and  ordered  the  trumpeter  to  sound  an  alarm.  But  no  one 
obeyed  so  grave  an  order,  given  in  his  condition  of  drunkenness. 
His  principal  officers,  Ptolemy,  Perdikkas  and  others,  clung 
round  him,  held  his  arms  and  body,  and  besought  him  to  abstain 
from  violence ;  others  at  the  same  time  tried  to  silence  Kleitus 
and  hurry  him  out  of  the  hall,  which  had  now  become  a  scene 
of  tumult  and  consternation.  But  Kleitus  was  not  in  a  humor 
to  confess  himself  in  the  wrong  by  retiring  ;  while  Alexander, 
furious  at  the  opposition  now,  for  the  first  time,  offered  to  his 
will,  exclaimed,  that  his  officers  held  him  in  chains  as  Bessus 
had  held  Darius,  and  left  him  nothing  but  the  name  of  a  king 
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Though  anxious  to  restrain  his  movements,  they  doubtless  did 
not  dare  to  employ  much  physical  force ;  so  that  his  great  per¬ 
sonal  strength,  and  continued  efforts,  presently  set  him  free.  He 
then  snatched  a  pike  from  one  of  the  soldiers,  rushed  upon  Klei- 
tus,  and  thrust  him  through  on  the  spot,  exclaiming,  “  Go  now 
to  Philip  and  Parmenio.”  1 


‘Arrian,  iv  8;  Curtius,  viii.  1;  Plutarch,  Alexand.  50,  51;  Justin, 
xii.  6. 

The  description  given  by  Diodorus  was  contained  in  the  lost  part  of  his 
seventeenth  book  ;  the  table  of  contents,  prefixed  thereunto,  notes  the  inci¬ 
dent  briefly. 

All  the  authors  describe  in  the  same  general  way  the  commencement, 
progress,  and  result,  of  this  impressive  scene  in  the  banqueting  hall  of  Mar- 
akanda;  but  they  differ  materially  in  the  details.  In  giving  what  seems  to 
me  the  most  probable  account,  I  have  borrowed  partly  from  all,  yet  follow¬ 
ing  mostly  the  account  given  by  Arrian  from  Ptolemy,  himself  present. 
For  Arrian’s  narrative  down  to  sect.  14  of  c.  8  (before  the  words  ’A ptor6/3ov- 
Aof  <5e)  may  fairly  be  presumed  to  be  derived  from  Ptolemy. 

Both  Plutarch  and  Curtius  describe  the  scene  in  a  manner  more  dishon¬ 
orable  to  Alexander  than  Arrian  ;  and  at  the  same  time  (in  my  judgment) 
less  probable.  Plutarch  says  that  the  brawl  took  its  rise  from  a  poet  named 
Pierion  singing  a  song  which  turned  into  derision  those  Macedonians  who 
had  been  recently  defeated  in  Sogdiana;  that  Alexander  and  those  around 
him  greatly  applauded  this  satire ;  that  Kleitus  protested  against  such  an 
insult  to  soldiers,  who,  though  unfortunate,  had  behaved  with  unimpeach¬ 
able  bravery ;  that  Alexander  then  turned  upon  Kleitus  saying,  that  he  wag 
seeking  an  excuse  for  himself  by  extenuating  cowardice  in  others;  that 
Kleitus  retorted  by  reminding  him  of  the  preservation  of  his  life  at  the 
Granikus.  Alexander  is  thus  made  to  provoke  the  quarrel  by  aspersing 
the  courage  of  Kleitus,  which  I  think  noway  probable ;  nor  would  he  be 
likely  to  encourage  a  song  of  that  tenor. 

Curtius  agrees  with  Arrian  in  ascribing  the  origin  of  the  mischief  to  the 
extravagant  boasts  of  Alexander  and  his  flatterers,  and  to  their  deprecia¬ 
tion  of  Philip.  He  then  tells  us  that  Kleitus,  on  hearing  their  unseemly 
talk,  turned  round  and  whispered  to  his  neighbor  some  lines  out  of  the  An¬ 
dromache  of  Euripides  (which  lines  Plutarch  also  ascribes  to  him,  though 
at  a  later  moment) ;  that  Alexander,  not  hearing  the  words,  asked  what 
had  been  said,  but  no  one  would  tell  him ;  at  length  Kleitus  himself  repeat¬ 
ed  the  sentiment  in  language  of  his  own.  This  would  suit  a  literary  Greek ; 
but  an  old  Macedonian  officer  half  intoxicated,  when  animated  by  a  vehe¬ 
ment  sentiment,  would  hardly  express  it  by  whispering  a  Greek  poetical 
quotation  to  his  neighbor  He  would  either  hold  his  tongue,  or  speak  what 
he  felt  broadly  and  directly  Nevertheless  Curtius  has  stated  two  points 
very  material  to  the  ease,  which  do  not  appear  in  Arrian.  1  It  was  Alex- 
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No  sooner  was  the  deed  perpetrated,  than  the  feelings  of  Alex* 
ander  underwent  an  entire  revolution.  The  spectacle  of  Kleitus, 
a  bleeding  corpse  on  the  floor,  —  the  marks  of  stupefaction  and 
horror  evident  in  all  the  spectators,  and  the  reaction  from  a  furi¬ 
ous  impulse  instantaneously  satiated  —  plunged  him  at  once  iato 
the  opposite  extreme  of  remorse  and  self-condemnation.  Hasten¬ 
ing  out  of  the  hall,  and  retiring  to  bed,  he  passed  three  days  in 
an  agony  of  distress,  without  food  or  drink.  He  burst  into  tears 
and  multiplied  exclamations  on  his  own  mad  act ;  he  dwelt  upon 
the  name  of  Kleitus  and  Lanike  with  the  debt  of  gratitude  which 
he  owed  to  each,  and  denounced  himself  as  unworthy  to  live 
after  having  requited  such  services  with  a  foul  murder.* 1  His 
friends  at  length  prevailed  on  him  to  take  food,  and  return  to 
activity.  All  joined  in  trying  to  restore  his  self-satisfaction. 
The  Macedonian  army  passed  a  public  vote  that  Kleitus  had 
been  justly  slain,  and  that  his  body  should  remain  unburied  ; 
which  afforded  opportunity  to  Alexander  to  reverse  the  vote, 
and  to  direct  that  it  should  be  buried  by  his  own  order.2  The 

ander  himself,  not  his  flatterers,  who  vilipended  Philip  ,  at  least  the  flatter¬ 
ers  only  did  so  after  him,  and  following  his  example.  The  topic  would  be 
dangerous  for  them  to  originate,  and  might  easily  be  carried  too  far.  2. 
Among  all  the  topics  touched  upon  by  Kleitus,  none  was  so  intolerable  as  the 
open  expression  of  sympathy,  friendship,  and  regret  for  Parmenio.  This  stung 
Alexander  in  the  sorest  point  of  his  conscience ,  he  must  have  known  that 
there  were  many  present  who  sympathized  with  it;  and  it  was  probably  the 
main  cause  which  worked  him  up  to  phrenzy.  Moreover  we  may  be  pretty 
sure  that  Kleitus,  while  expatiating  upon  Philip,  would  not  forget  Philip’s 
general  in  chief  and  his  own  old  friend, 'Parmenio. 

1  cannot  believe  the  statement  of  Aristobulus,  that  Kleitus  was  forced  by 
his  friends  out  of  the  hall,  and  afterward  returned  to  it  of  his  own  accord, 
to  defy  Alexander  once  more.  It  seems  plain  from  Arrian  that  Ptolemy 
said  no  such  thing.  The  murderous  impulse  of  Alexander  was  gratified 
on  the  spot,  and  without  delay,  as  soon  as  he  got  clear  from  the  gentle  re¬ 
straint  of  his  surrounding  friends. 

1  Arrian,  iv.  9,  4  ;  Curtius,  viii.  2,  2 

*  Curtius,  viii.  2,  12.  “  Quoque  mir  as  caedis  puderet,  jure  interfectura 

Clitum  Macedones  decernunt ;  sepultura  quoque  prohibituri,  ni  rex  human 

jussisset.” 

In  explanation  of  this  monstrous  verdict  of  the  soldiers,  we  must  recol¬ 
lect  that  the  safety  of  the  whole  army  (now  at  Samarcand,  almost  beyond 
the  boundary  of  inhabited  regions,  ifv  rfjg  oUovfjiEVTjg)  was  felt  to  depend 
on  the  life  of  Alexander.  Compare  Justin,  xii  6,  15. 
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prophets  comforted  him  by  the  assurance  that  his  murderous  im¬ 
pulse  had  arisen,  not  from  Ids  own  natural  mind,  but  from  a 
maddening  perversion  intentionally  brought  on  by  the  god 
Dionysus,  to  avenge  the  omission  of  a  sacrifice  due  to  him  on 
the  day  of  the  banquet,  but  withheld.1  Lastly,  the  Greek  sophist 
or  philosopher,  Anaxarelius  of  Abdera,  revived  Alexander's 
spirits  by  well-timed  flattery,  treating  his  sensibility  as  nothing 
better  than  generous  weakness ;  reminding  him  that  in  his  exalt¬ 
ed  position  of  conqueror  and  Great  King,  he  was  entitled  to 
prescribe  what  was  right  and  just,  instead  of  submitting  himself* 
to  laws  dictated  from  without.2 3 *  Kallisthenes  the  philosopher 
was  also  summoned,  along  with  Anaxarchus,  to  the  king's 
presence,  for  the  same  purpose  of  offering  consolatory  refiec« 
tions.  But  he  is  said  to  have  adopted  a  tone  of  discourse  alto¬ 
gether  different,  and  to  have  given  offence  rather  than  satisfac¬ 
tion  to  Alexander. 

To  such  remedial  influences,  and  probably  still  more  to  the 
absolute  necessity  for  action,  Alexander’s  remorse  at  length 
yielded.  Like  the  other  emotions  of  his  fiery  soul,  it  was  violent 
and  overpowering  while  it  lasted.  But  it  cannot  be  shown  to 
have  left  any  durable  trace  on  his  character,  nor  any  effects 
justifying  the  unbounded  admiration  of  Arrian ;  who  has  little 
but  blame  to  bestow  on  the  murdered  Kleitus,  while  he  ex¬ 
presses  the  strongest  sympathy  for  the  mental  suffering  of  the 
murderer. 

After  ten  days,8  Alexander  again  put  his  army  in  motion,  to 
complete  the  subjugation  of  Sogdiana.  He  found  no  enemy 
capable  of  meeting  him  in  pitched  battle ;  yet  Spitamenes,  with 


1  Arrian,  iv.  9,  6.  Alexander  imagined  himself  to  have  incurred  the 
displeasure  of  Dionysus  by  having  sacked  and  destroyed  the  city  of 
Thebes,  the  supposed  birth-place  and  favorite  locality  of  that  god  (Pia¬ 
tt  >reh,  Alex.  13). 

The  maddening  delusion  brought  upon  men  by  the  wrath  of  Dionysus  is 
awfully  depicted  in  the  Bacchae  of  Euripides.  Under  the  influence  of  that 
delusion,  Agave,  mother  of  Pentheus,  tears  her  son  in  pieces  and  bears 
away  his  head  in  triumph,  not  knowing  what  is  in  her  hands.  Compare 
also  Eurip.  Hippolyt.  440-1412. 

2  Airian,  iv.  9,  10;  Plutarch,  Alex.  52. 

3  Curtius,  viii  2,  13 --  “decern  diebus  ad  confirmandum  pudorem  ap&d 

Marac  inda  consumptis,  etc- 
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the  Sogdians  and  some  Scythian  allies,  raised  much  hostility  of 
detail,  which  it  cost  another  year  to  put  down.  Alexander  un¬ 
derwent  the  greatest  fatigue  and  hardships  in  his  marches 
through  the  mountainous  parts  of  this  wide,  rugged,  and  poorly 
supplied  country,  with  rocky  positions,  strong  by  nature,  which 
his  enemies  sought  to  defend.  One  of  these  fastnesses,  held  by 
a  native  chief  named  Sisymithres,  seemed  almost  unattackable, 
and  was  indeed  taken  rather  by  intimidation  than  by  actual 
force.1  The  Scythians,  after  a  partial  success  over  a  small  Mace¬ 
donian  detachment,  were  at  length  so  thoroughly  beaten  and 
overawed,  that  they  slew  Spitamenes  and  sent  his  head  to  the 
conqueror  as  a  propitiatory  offering.2 

After  a  short  rest  at  Naiitaka  during  the  extreme  winter, 
Alexander  resumed  operations,  by  attacking  a  strong  post  called 
the  Sogdian  Rock,  whither  a  large  number  of  fugitives  had  as¬ 
sembled,  with  an  ample  supply  of  provision.  It  was  a  precipice 
supposed  to  be  inexpugnable ;  and  would  seemingly  have  proved 
so,  in  spite  of  the  energy  and  abilities  of  Alexander,  had  not  the 
occupants  altogether  neglected  their  guard,  and  yielded  at  the 
mere  sight  of  a  handful  of  Macedonians  who  had  scrambled  up 
the  precipice.  Among  the  captives,  taken  by  Alexander  on  this 
rock,  were  the  wife  and  family  of  the  Baktrian  chief  Oxyartes ; 
one  of  whose  daughters,  named  Roxana,  so  captivated  Alexander 
by  her  beauty  that  he  resolved  to  make  her  his  wife.3  He  then 
passed  out  of  Sogdiana  into  the  neighboring  territory  Paraeta- 
kene,  where  there  was  another  inexpugnable  site  called  the  Rock 
of  Chorienes,  which  he  was  also  fortunate  enough  to  reduce.4 

From  hence  Alexander  went  to  Baktra.  Sending  Kraterus 
with  a  division  to  put  the  last  hand  to  the  reduction  of  Parseta* 
kene,  he  himself  remained  at  Baktra,  preparing  for  his  expedi¬ 
tion  across  the  Hindoo- Koosh  to  the  conquest  of  India.  As  a 
security  for  the  tranquillity  of  Baktria  and  Sogdiana  during  his 


1  Curtius,  viii.  2,  20-30. 

8  Arrian,  iv.  17,  11.  Curtius  (viii.  3)  gives  a  different  narrative  of  the 
death  of  Spitamenes. 

8  Arrian,  iv.  18,  19. 

4  Arrian,  iv.  21.  Our  geographical  knowledge  does  not  enable  us  to 
verify  these  localities,  or  to  follow  Alexander  iu  his  marches  of  detail. 
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absence,  he  levied  30,000  young  soldiers  from  those  countries  to 
accompany  him.1 * * * * 

It  was  at  Baktra  that  Alexander  celebrated  his  marriage  with 
the  captive  Roxana.  Amidst  the  repose  and  festivities  connect¬ 
ed  with  that  event,  the  Oriental  temper  which  he  was  now  ac¬ 
quiring  displayed  itself  more  forcibly  than  ever.  He  could  no 
longer  be  satisfied  without  obtaining  prostration,  or  worship, 
from  Greeks  and  Macedonians  as  well  as  from  Persians ;  a  pub¬ 
lic  and  unanimous  recognition  of  his  divine  origin  and  superhu¬ 
man  dignity.  Some  Greeks  and  Macedonians  had  already  ren¬ 
dered  to  him  this  homage.  Nevertheless  to  the  greater  number, 
in  spite  of  their  extreme  deference  and  admiration  for  him,  it 
was  repugnant  and  degrading.  Even  the  imperious  Alexander 
shrank  from  issuing  public  and  formal  orders  on  such  a  subject ; 
but  a  manoeuvre  was  concerted,  with  his  privity,  by  the  Persians 
and  certain  compliant  Greek  sophists  or  philosophers,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  the  point  by  surprise. 

During  a  banquet  at  Baktra,  the  philosopher  Anaxarchus, 
addressing  the  assembly  in  a  prepared  harangue,  extolled  Alex¬ 
ander’s  exploits  as  greatly  surpassing  those  of  Dyonysus  and 
Herakles.  He  proclaimed  that  Alexander  had  already  done 
more  than  enough  to  establish  a  title  to  divine  honors  from  the 
Macedonians  ;  who,  (he  said)  would  assuredly  worship  Alexan¬ 
der  after  his  death,  and  ought  in  justice  to  worship  him  during 
his  life,  forthwith.9 

This  harangue  was  applauded,  and  similar  sentiments  were 
enforced,  by  others  favorable  to  the  plan ;  who  proceeded  to  set 
the  example  of  immediate  compliance,  and  were  themselves  the 
first  to  tender  worship.  Most  of  the  Macedonian  officers  sat  un¬ 
moved,  disgusted  at  the  speech.  But  though  disgusted  they  said 
nothing.  To  reply  to  a  speech  doubtless  well-turned  and  flow¬ 
ing,  required  some  powers  of  oratory ;  moreover,  it  was  well 
known  that  whoever  dared  to  reply  stood  marked  out  for  the 


1  Curtius,  viii.  5,  1  ;  Arrian,  iv.  22,  2. 

s  Arrian,  iv.  10,  7-9.  Curtius  (viii.  5,  9-13)  represents  the  speech  propos¬ 

ing  divine  honors  to  have  been  delivered,  not  by  Anaxarchus,  but  by 

another  lettered  Greek,  a  Sicilian  named  Kleon.  The  tenor  of  the  speech 

is  substantially  the  same,  as  given  by  both  authors. 
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antipathy  of  Alexander.  The  fate  of  Kleitus,  who  had  arraigned 
the  same  sentiments  in  the  banqueting  hall  of  Marakanda,  was 
fresh  in  the  recollection  of  every  one.  The  repugnance  which 
many  felt,  but  none  ventured  to  express,  at  length  found  an  organ 
in  Kallisthenes  of  Olynthus. 

This  philosopher,  whose  melancholy  fate  imparts  a  peculiar 
interest  to  his  name,  was  nephew  of  Aristotle,  and  had  enjoyed 
through  his  uncle  an  early  acquaintance  with  Alexander  during 
the  boyhood  of  the  latter.  At  the  recommendation  of  Aristotle, 
Kallisthenes  had  accompanied  Alexander  in  his  Asiatic  expedi¬ 
tion.  He  was  a  man  of  much  literary  and  rhetorical  talent, 
which  he  turned  towards  the  composition  of  history — and  to  the 
history  of  recent  times.1 *  Alexander,  full  of  ardor  for  conquest, 
was  at  the  same  time  anxious  that  his  achievements  should  be 
commemorated  by  poets  and  men  of  letters  ; 8  there  were 
seasons  also  when  he  enjoyed  their  conversation.  On  both  these 
grounds,  he  invited  several  of  them  to  accompany  the  army. 
The  more  prudent  among  them  declined,  but  Kallisthenes 
obeyed,  partly  in  hopes  of  procuring  the  reconstitution  of  his 
native  city  Olynthus,  as  Aristotle  had  obtained  the  like  favor  for 
Stageira.3 * * *  Kallisthenes  had  composed  a  narrative  (not  pre¬ 
served)  of  Alexander’s  exploits,  which  certainly  reached  to  the 
battle  of  Arbela,  and  may  perhaps  have  gone  down  farther. 
The  few  fragments  of  this  narrative  remaining  seem  to  betoken 
extreme  admiration,  not  merely  of  the  bravery  and  ability,  but 
also  of  the  transcendent  and  unbroken  good  fortune,  of  Alexan 
der  —  marking  him  out  as  the  chosen  favorite  of  the  gods.  This 
feeling  was  perfectly  natural  under  the  grandeur  of  the  events. 


1  Kallisthenes  had  composed  three  historical  works — 1.  Hellenica  — 
from  the  year  387-357  b.  c.  2.  History  of  the  sacred  war  —  from  357-346 
b.  c.  3.  Tu  KaT 1  ’A Mtjavdpov.  His  style  is  said  by  Cicero  to  have  been 
rhetorical ;  but  the  Alexandrine  critics  inlcuded  him  in  their  Canon  of  His¬ 
torians  See  Didot,  Fragm.  Hist.  Alex  Magn.  p.  6-9. 

*  See  the  observation  ascribed  to  him  expressing  envy  towards  Achilles 
for  having  been  immortalized  by  Homer  (Arrian,  i.  12,  2). 

3  It  is  said  that  Ephorus,  Xenokrates,  and  Menedemus,  all  declined  the 

invitation  of  Alexander  (Plutarch,  De  Stoicorum  Repugnantiis,  p.  1043). 

Respecting  Menedemus,  the  fact  can  hardly  be  so  •  he  must  have  been  then 

too  young  te  be  invited 
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Insofar  as  we  can  judge  from  one  or  two  specimens,  Kallisthenes 
was  full  of  complimentary  tribute  to  the  hero  of  his  history. 
But  the  character  of  Alexander  himself  had  undergone  a  ma¬ 
terial  change  during  the  six  years  between  his  first  landing  in 
Asia  and  his  campaign  in  Sogdiana.  All  his  worst  qualities  had 
been  developed  by  unparalleled  success  and  by  Asiatic  example. 
He  required  larger  doses  of  flattery,  and  had  now  come  to  thirst, 
not  merely  for  the  reputation  of  divine  paternity,  but  for  the 
actual  manifestations  of  worship  as  towards  a  god. 

To  the  literary  Greeks  who  accompanied  Alexander,  this 
change  in  his  temper  must  have  been  especially  palpable  and 
full  of  serious  consequence ;  since  it  was  chiefly  manifested,  not 
at  periods  of  active  military  duty,  but  at  his  hours  of  leisure, 
when  he  recreated  himself  by  their  conversation  and  discourses. 
Several  of  these  Greeks  —  Anaxarchus,  Kleon,  the  poet  Agis  of 
Argos — accommodated  themselves  to  the  change,  and  wound  up 
their  flatteries  to  the  pitch  required.  Kallisthenes  could  not  do 
so.  He  was  a  man  of  sedate  character,  of  simple,  severe,  and 
almost  unsocial  habits  —  to  whose  sobriety  the  long  Macedonian 
potations  were  distasteful.  Aristotle  said  of  him,  that  he  was  a 
great  and  powerful  speaker,  but  that  he  had  no  judgment;  ac¬ 
cording  to  other  reports,  he  was  a  vain  and  arrogant  man,  who 
boasted  that  Alexander’s  reputation  and  immortality  were  de¬ 
pendent  on  the  composition  and  tone  of  his  history.1  Of  per- 


1  Arrian,  iv.  10,  2  ;  Plutarch,  Alex.  53,  54.  It  is  remarkable  that  Timaeus 
denounced  Kallisthenes  as  having  in  his  historical  work  flattered  Alexan¬ 
der  to  excess  (Polybius,  xii.  12).  Kallisthenes  seems  to  have  recognized 
various  special  interpositions  of  the  gods,  to  aid  Alexander’s  successes  — 
see  Fragments  25  and  36  of  the  Fragmenta  Callisthenis  in  the  edition  of 
Didot. 

In  reading  the  censure  which  Arrian  passes  on  the  arrogant  pretensions 
of  Kallisthenes,  we  ought  at  the  same  time  to  read  the  pretensions  raised 
by  Arrian  on  his  own  behalf  as  an  historian  (i.  12,  7-9)  — Kal  knl  rude  ova 
anatjiti  kfiavTdv  tuv  irpuruv  kv  rrj  <puvr)  rij  'E Wadi,  drcep  Kal  ’ A-Xi'Zavdpog 
ruv  kv  Toit;  5ttAo4c,  etc.  I  doubt  much  whether  Kallisthenes  pitched  his  self¬ 
estimation  so  high.  In  this  chapter,  Arrian  recounts,  that  Alexander  en¬ 
vied  Achilles  for  having  been  fortunate  enough  to  obtain  such  a  poet  as  Ho¬ 
mer  for  panegyrist ;  and  Arrian  laments  that  Alexander  had  not,  as  yet, 
found  an  historian  equal  to  his  deserts.  This,  in  point  of  fact,  is  a  reas- 
eertion  of  the  same  truth  which  Kallisthenes  stands  condemned  for  assert- 
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sonal  vanity,  —  a  common  quality  among  literary  Greeks,  —  Kal« 
listhenes  probably  had  his  full  share.  But  there  is  no  ground 
for  believing  that  his  character  had  altered.  Whatever  his 
vanity  may  have  been,  it  had  given  no  offence  to  Alexander 
during  the  earlier  years,  nor  would  it  have  given  offence  now, 
had  not  Alexander  himself  become  a  different  man. 

On  occasion  of  the  demonstration  led  up  by  Anaxarchus  at 
the  banquet,  Kallisthenes  had  been  invited  by  Hephaestion  to  join 
in  the  worship  intended  to  be  proposed  towards  Alexander  ;  and 
Heplisestion  afterwards  alleged,  that  he  had  promised  to  comply.* 1 
But  his  actual  conduct  affords  reasonable  ground  for  believing 
that  he  made  no  such  promise ;  for  he  not  only  thought  it  his 
duty  to  refuse  the  act  of  worship,  but  also  to  state  publicly  his 
reasons  for  disapproving  it ;  the  more  so,  as  he  perceived  that 
most  of  the  Macedonians  present  felt  like  himself.  He  contend¬ 
ed  that  the  distinction  between  gods  and  men  was  one  which 
could  not  be  confounded  without  impiety  and  wrong.  Alexander 
had  amply  earned,  —  as  a  man,  a  general,  and  a  king,  —  the 
highest  honors  compatible  with  humanity  ;  but  to  exalt  him 
into  a  god  would  be  both  an  injury  to  him,  and  an  offence  to  the 
gods.  Anaxarchus  (he  said)  was  the  last  person  from  whom 
such  a  proposition  ought  to  come,  because  he  was  one  of  those 
whose  only  title  to  Alexander’s  society  was  founded  upon  his 
capacity  to  give  instructive  and  wholesome  counsels 

Kallisthenes  here  spoke  out,  what  numbers  of  his  hearers  felt. 
The  speech  was  not  only  approved,  but  so  warmly  applauded  by 
the  Macedonians  present,  especially  the  older  officers,  —  that 
Alexander  thought  it  prudent  to  forbid  all  farther  discussion 
upon  this  delicate  subject.  Presently  the  Persians  present,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Asiatic  custom,  approached  him  and  performed 
their  prostration  ;  after  which  Alexander  pledged,  in  successive 


ing — that  the  fame  even  of  the  greatest  warrior  depends  upon  his  com 
mernorators.  The  boastfulness  of  a  poet  is  at  least  pardonabla,  when  he 
exclaims,  like  Theokritus,  Idyll,  xvi.  73  — 

’Ecotrai  ovroc  avr/p,  oc  epev  /cc^pr/aer’  iioidti, 

'Pe£ac  rj  oaoov  pbyaf,  fj  plapvg  Alaf 

'Ev  7 Ttdiu)  Iji/jLoevTOQ,  odi  4*pi»ybf  rjpLOv  "lAov. 

1  Plutarch,  A  lex.  55 

8  Arrian,  iv.  1 1  h ri  aotpia  re  nal  naidevoei  ’A Ae^avdpip  avvovra. 
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goblets  of  wine,  those  Greeks  and  Macedonians  with  whom  he 
had  held  previous  concert.  To  each  of  them  the  goblet  was 
handed,  and  each,  after  drinking  to  answer  the  pledge,  approached 
the  king,  made  his  prostration,  and  then  received  a  salute. 
Lastly,  Alexander  sent  the  pledge  to  Kallisthenes,  who,  after 
drinking  like  the  rest,  approached  him,  for  the  purpose  of  re¬ 
ceiving  the  salute.;  but  without  any  prostration.  Of  this  omission 
Alexander  was  expressly  informed  by  one  of  the  Companions ; 
upon  which  he  declined  to  admit  Kallisthenes  to  a  salute.  The 
latter  retired,  observing,  “Then  I  shall  go  away,  worse  off  than 
others  as  far  as  the  salute  goes.” 1 

Kallisthenes  was  imprudent,  and  even  blamable,  in  making 
this  last  observation,  which  without  any  necessity  or  advantage, 
aggravated  the  offence  already  given  to  Alexander.  He  was 
more  imprudent  still,  if  we  look  simply  to  his  own  personal  safety 
in  standing  forward  publicly  to  protest  against  the  suggestion  for 
rendering  divine  honors  to  that  prince,  and  in  thus  creating  the 
main  offence  which  even  in  itself  was  inexpiable.  But  here  the 
occasion  was  one  serious  and  important,  so  as  to  convert  the  im¬ 
prudence  into  an  act  of  genuine  moral  courage.  The  question 
was,  not  about  obeying  an  order  given  by  Alexander,  for  no  order 
had  been  given  —  but  about  accepting  or  rejecting  a  motion  made 
by  Anaxarchus  ;  which  Alexander,  by  a  shabby,  preconcerted 
manoeuvre,  affected  to  leave  to  the  free  decision  of  the  assembly, 
in  full  confidence  that  no  one  would  be  found  intrepid  enough  to 
oppose  it.  If  one  Greek  sophist  made  a  proposition,  in  itself 
servile  and  disgraceful,  another  sophist  could  do  himself  nothing 
but  honor  by  entering  public  protest  against  it ;  more  especially 
since  this  was  done  (as  we  may  see  by  the  report  in  Arrian)  in 
terms  no  way  insulting,  but  full  of  respectful  admiration,  towards 
Alexander  personally.  The  perfect  success  of  the  speech  is  in 
itself  a  proof  of  the  propriety  of  its  tone  ; 2  for  the  Macedonian 


1  Arrian,  iv.  12,  7.  §ikri\iaTi  eTiclttov  kxuv  unetfu. 

2  Arrian,  iv.  12,  1.  aviciocu  /uev  peyaXuarl  ’  Ahetjavbpov,  M anedoci  fie  npoc 

dvfiov  eineiv . 

Curtius,  viii.  5,  20.  “  iEquis  auribus  Callisthenes  velut  vindex  public® 

libertatis  audiebatur.  Expresserat  non  assensionem  modo,  sed  etiam  vo* 
cem,  senio^um  prsecipue  quibus  gravis  erat  inveterati  moris  oxterna  mu- 
tatio.” 
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officers  would  feel  indifference,  if  not  contempt  towards  a  rhetor 
like  Kallisthenes,  while  towards  Alexander  they  had  the  greatest 
deference  short  of  actual  worship.  There  are  few  occasions  on 
which  the  free  spirit  of  Greek  letters  and  Greek  citizenship,  in 
their  protest  against  exorbitant  individual  insolence,  appeal's 
more  conspicuous  and  estimable  than  in  the  speech  of  Kal¬ 
listhenes.1  Arrian  disapproves  the  purpose  of  Alexander,  and 
strongly  blames  the  motion  of  Anaxarchus ;  nevertheless,  such 
is  his  anxiety  to  find  some  excuse  for  Alexander,  that  he  also 
blames  Kallisthenes  for  unseasonable  frankness,  folly,  and  inso¬ 
lence,  in  offering  opposition.  He  might  have  said  with  some 
truth,  that  Kallisthenes  would  have  done  well  to  withdraw  earlier 
(if  indeed  he  could  have  withdrawn  without  offence)  from  the 
camp  of  Alexander,  in  which  no  lettered  Greek  could  now  asso¬ 
ciate  without  abnegating  his  freedom  of  speech  and  sentiment, 
and  emulating  the  servility  of  Anaxarchus.  But  being  present, 
as  Kallisthenes  was,  in  the  hall  at  Baktra  when  the  proposition 
of  Anaxarchus  was  made,  and  when  silence  would  have  been 
assent  —  his  protest  against  it  was  both  seasonable  and  dignified; 
and  all  the  more  dignified  for  being  fraught  with  danger  to 
himself. 

Kallisthenes  knew  that  danger  well,  and  was  quickly  enabled 
to  recognize  it  in  the  altered  demeanor  of  Alexander  towards 
him.  He  was,  from  that  day,  a  marked  man  in  two  senses :  first, 
to  Alexander  himself,  as  well  as  to  the  rival  sophists  and  all 
promoters  of  the  intended  deification,  —  for  hatred,  and  for 
getting  up  some  accusatory  pretence  such  as  might  serve  to  ruin 


1  There  was  no  sentiment  more  deeply  rooted  in  the  free  Grecian  mind, 
prior  to  Alexander’s  conquests,  than  the  repugnance  to  arrogant  aspirations 
on  the  part  of  the  fortunate  man,  swelling  himself  above  the  limits  o 
humanity  —  and  the  belief  that  such  aspirations  were  followed  by  the  Ne¬ 
mesis  of  the  gods.  In  the  dying  speech  which  Xenophon  puts  into  the 
mouth  of  Cyrus  the  Great,  we  find  —  “  Ye  gods,  I  thank  you  much,  that  I 
have  been  sensible  of  your  care  for  me,  and  that  I  have  never  in  my  successes 
raised  my  thoughts  above  the  measure  of  man”  (Cyropaed.  viii.  7,  3). 
Among  the  most  striking  illustrations  of  this  sentiment  is,  the  story  of  Solon 
and  Croesus  (Kerodot.  i.  32-34). 

I  shall  recount  in  the  next  chapter  examples  of  monstrous  flattery  on 
the  part  of  the  Athenians,  proving  how  this  sentiment  expired  with  theif 
freedom. 
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him ;  next,  to  the  more  tree-spirited  Macedonians,  indignant 
witnesses  of  Alexander’s  increased  insolence,  and  admirers  of 
the  courageous  Greek  who  had  protested  against  the  motion  of 
Anaxarchus.  By  such  men  he  was  doubtless  much  extolled  ; 
which  praises  aggravated  his  danger,  as  they  were  sure  to  be 
reported  to  Alexander.  The  pretext  for  his  ruin  was  not  long 
wanting. 

Among  those  who  admired  and  sought  the  conversation  of 
Kallisthenes,  was  Ilermolaus,  one  of  the  royal  pages  —  the  band, 
selected  from  noble  Macedc  nian  families,  who  did  dutv  about  the 
person  of  the  king.  It  had  happened  that  this  young  man,  one 
of  Alexander’s  companions  in  the  chace,  on  seeing  a  wild  boar 
rushing  up  to  attack  the  king,  darted  his  javelin,  and  slew  the 
animal.  Alexander,  angry  to  be  anticipated  in  killing  the  boar, 
ordered  Hermolaus  to  be  scourged  before  all  the  other  pages, 
and  deprived  him  of  his  horse.1  Thus  humiliated  and  outraged 
—  for  an  act  not  merely  innocent,  but  the  omission  of  which,  if 
Alexander  had  sustained  any  injury  from  the  boar,  might  have 
been  held  punishable  —  Hermolaus  became  resolutely  bent  on 
revenge.2  He  enlisted  in  the  project  his  intimate  friend  Sostra- 
tus,  with  several  others  among  the  pages ;  and  it  was  agreed 
among  them  to  kill  Alexander  in  his  chamber,  on  the  first  night 
when  they  were  all  on  guard  together.  The  appointed  night 
arrived,  without  any  divulgation  of  their  secret ;  yet  the  scheme 
was  frustrated  by  the  accident,  that  Alexander  continued  till 
daybreak  drinking  with  his  officers,  and  never  retired  to  bed. 
On  the  morrow,  one  of  the  conspirators,  becoming  alarmed  or 
repentant,  divulged  the  scheme  to  his  friend  Charikles,  with  the 
names  of  those  concerned.  Eurylochus,  brother  to  Charikles, 
apprised  by  him  of  what  he  had  heard,  immediately  informed 
rTolemy,  through  whom  it  was  conveyed  to  Alexander.  By 
AJexander’s  order,  the  persons  indicated  were  arrested  and  put 
to  the  torture  ; 3  under  which  they  confessed  that  they  had  them¬ 
selves  conspired  to  kill  him,  but  named  no  other  accomplices, 
and  even  denied  that  any  one  else  was  privy  to  the  scheme.  In 


1  Plutarch,  Alexand.  54.  He  refers  to  Hermippus,  who  mentions  whti«£ 

was  told  to  Aristotle  by  Stroebus,  the  reader  attendant  on  Kallisthenes. 

*  Arrian,  iv.  13,  Curtius,  viii.  6,  7.  3  Arrian,  iv.  13,  IS. 
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this  denial  they  persisted,  though  extreme  suffering  was  applied 
to  extort  the  revelation  of  new  names.  They  were  then 
brought  up  and  arraigned  as  conspirators  before  the  assembled 
Macedonian  soldiers.  There  their  confession  was  repeated.  It 
is  even  said  that  Hermolaus,  in  repeating  it,  boasted  of  the  en¬ 
terprise  as  legitimate  and  glorious:  denouncing  the  tyranny  and 
cruelty  of  Alexandu  as  having  become  insupportable  to  a  free 
man.  Whether  such  boast  was  actually  made  or  not,  the  persona 
brought  up  were  pronounced  guilty,  and  stoned  to  death  forth¬ 
with  by  the  soldiers.1 

The  pages  thus  executed  were  young  men  of  good  Macedo¬ 
nian  families,  for  whose  condemnation  accordingly,  Alexander 
had  thought  it  necessary  to  invoke  —  what  he  was  sure  of  ob¬ 
taining  against  any  one  —  the  sentence  of  the  soldiers.  To 
satisfy  his  hatred  against  KalHsthenes  —  not  a  Macedonian,  but 
only  a  Greek  citizen,  one  of  the  surviving  remnants  of  the  sub¬ 
verted  city  of  Olynthus  —  no  such  formality  was  required.2  As 
yet,  there  was  not  a  shadow  of  proof  to  implicate  this  philoso¬ 
pher  ;  for  obnoxious  as  his  name  was  known  to  be,  Hermolaus 
and  his  companions  had,  with  exemplary  fortitude,  declined  to 
purchase  the  chance  of  respite  from  extreme  torture  by  pro¬ 
nouncing  it.  Their  confessions,  —  all  extorted  by  suffering,  un¬ 
less  confirmed  by  other  evidence,  of  which  we  do  not  know 
whether  any  was  taken  —  were  hardly  of  the  least  value,  even 
against  themselves  ;  but  against  Kallisthenes,  they  had  no  bear¬ 
ing  whatever ;  nay,  they  tended  indirectly,  not  to  convict,  but  to 
absolve  him.  In  his  case,  therefore?  as  in  that  of  Philotas  before, 
it  was  necessary  to  pick  up  matter  of  suspicious  tendency  from 
his  reported  remarks  and  conversations.  He  was  alleged*  to 


*  Arrian,  iv.  14,  4.  Curtius  expands  this  scene  into  great  detail ,  compos¬ 
ing  a  long  speech  for  Hermolaus,  and  another  for  Alexander  (vifi.  6, 

7,8). 

He  says  that  the  soldiers  who  executed  these  pages,  tortured  them  first, 
in  order  to  manifest  zeal  for  Alexander  (viii.  8,  20). 

9  “  Quern,  si  Macedo  esset  (Callisthenem),  tecum  introduxissem,  dignissi- 
mum  te  discipulo  magistrum :  nunc  Olynthio  non  idem.juris  est”  (Curtius, 
viii  8,  19  —  speech  of  Alexander  before  the  soldiers  addressing  Hermolaaa 
especially). 

3  Plutarch.  Alexand.  55  ;  Arrian,  iv.  10,4. 
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have  addressed  dangerous  and  inflammatory  language  to  the 
pages,  holding  up  Alexander  to  odium,  instigating  them  to  con¬ 
spiracy,  and  pointing  out  Athens  as  a  place  of  refuge  ;  he  was 
moreover  well  known  to  have  been  often  in  conversation  with 
Hermolaus.  For  a  man  of  the  violent  temper  and  omnipotent 
authority  of  Alexander,  such  indications  were  quite  sufficient  as 
grounds  of  action  against  one  whom  he  hated. 

On  this  occasion.,  we  have  the  state  of  Alexander’s  mind  dis¬ 
closed  by  himself,  in  one  of  the  references  to  his  letters  given  by 
Plutarch.  Writing  to  Kraterus  and  to  others  immediately  after¬ 
wards,  Alexander  distinctly  stated  that  the  pages  throughout  all 
their  torture  had  deposed  against  no  one  but  themselves.  Never¬ 
theless,  in  another  letter,  addressed  to  Antipater  in  Macedonia, 
he  used  these  expressions  —  “  The  pages  were  stoned  to  death 
by  the  Macedonians ;  but  I  myself  shall  punish  the  sophist,  as 
well  as  those  who  sent  him  out  here,  and  those  who  harbor  in 
their  cities  conspirators  against  me.”  1  The  sophist  Kallisthenes 
had  been  sent  out  by  Aristotle,  who  is  here  designated ;  and 
probably  the  Athenians  after  him.  Fortunately  for  Aristotle,  he 
was  not  at  Baktra,  but  at  Athens.  That  he  could  have  had  any 
concern  in  the  conspiracy  of  the  pages,  was  impossible.  In  thi3 
savage  outburst  of  menace  against  his  absent  preceptor,  Alexan- 


1  Plutarch,  Alex.  55.  K airot  rtbv  nepi  'Ep[j.6'Aaov  oiideic  ovde  did  rf/q 
tax^rr/q  avu.yK.rfq  KaAAia&evovq  Karelirev.  ' \AA.u  Kai  ' AAegavdpoq  a  v  r  b  q 
e  v  &  vq  y  p  u  (p  o)  v  Kparepu  nal  ’AttuTuu  Kai  'AAketol  (prfcri  rove  naidac  j3aaa- 
vi^opevovq  bfjoAuyeiv,  <bq  avroi  ravra  Trputjnav,  a  A  A  o  c  d  e  oiideic  ovvei . 
deirj.  "T crepov  be  ypaiboiv  irpbq  ' AvriTrarpov,  Kai  rov  KaA.Aio&ev7/v  cvve- 
naiTiaoa/jevoq ,  0/  pev  rraideq ,  tyrftnv ,  vtzo  toiv  MaKedovuv  nareAEvadT/oav, 
rbv  de  a  o  (j>  i  a  t  i)  v  eyu  koAugu ,  Kai  roi)q  e  k  tt  e  flip  a  v  t  aq  av 

rov,  Kai  rovq  vnodexofievovq  ralq  ttoAegi  rovq  epoi  emPovAevovraq . 

avriKpvq  ev  ye  rovroiq  inroKaAvTrropevoq  tt poq  '  ApigtoteAtjv,  etc. 

About  the  hostile  dispositions  of  Alexander  towards  Aristotle,  see  Dio 
Chrysostom,  Orat.  64.  de  Fortuna,  p.  598. 

Kraterus  was  at  this  time  absent  in  Sogdiana,  engaged  in  finishing  the 
suppression  of  the  resistance  (Arrian,  iv.  22,  1).  To  him,  therefore,  Alex¬ 
ander  would  naturally  write. 

This  statement,  from  the  pen  of  Alexander  himself,  distinctly  contra 
diets  and  refutes  (as  I  have  before  observed)  the  affirmation  of  Ptolemy 
and  Aristobulus  as  given  by  Arrian  (iv.  14,  1)  —  that  the  pages  deposed 
against  Kallisthenes. 
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der  discloses  the  real  state  of  feeling  which  prompted  him  to  the 
destruction  of  Kallisthenes ;  hatred  towards  that  spirit  of  citizen¬ 
ship  and  free  speech,  which  Kallisthenes  not  only  cherished,  in 
common  with  Aristotle  and  most  other  literary  Greeks,  but  had 
courageously  manifested  in  his  protest  against  the  motion  for 
worshipping  a  mortal. 

Kallisthenes  was  first  put  to  the  torture  and  then  hanged.1 
His  tragical  fate  excited  a  profound  sentiment  of  sympathy  and 
indignation  among  the  philosophers  of  antiquity.2 * * * * * 

The  halts  of  Alexander  were  formidable  to  friends  and  com¬ 
panions  ;  his  marches,  to  the  unconquered  natives  whom  he  chose 
to  treat  as  enemies.  On  the  return  of  Kraterus  from  Sogdiana, 
Alexander  began  his  march  from  Baktra  (Balkh)  southward  to 
the  mountain  range  Paropamisus  or  Caucasus  (Hindoo- Koosh)  ; 
leaving  however  at  Baktra  Amyntas,  with  a  large  force  of  10,000 
foot  and  3500  horse,  to  keep  these  intractable  territories  in  sub¬ 
jugation.8  His  march  over  the  mountains  occupied  ten  days  ; 
he  then  visited  .his  newly-founded  city  Alexandria  in  the  Paro- 
pamisadae.  At  or  near  the  river  Koplien  (Kabool  river),  he  was 
joined  by  Taxiles,  a  powerful  Indian  prince,  who  brought  as  a 


‘Arrian,  iv.  14,  5  Curtius  also  says  —  “  Callisthenes  quoque  tortus 

interiit,  initi  consilii  in  caput  regis  innoxius,  sed  haudquaquam  aulae  et 

assentantium  accommodatus  ingenio  (viii.  8,  21).”  Compare  Plutarch, 

Alex.  55. 

This  is  the  statement  of  Ptolemy ;  who  was  himself  concerned  in  the 

transactions,  and  was  the  officer  through  whom  the  conspiracy  of  the  pages 
had  been  revealed  His  partiality  might  permit  him  to  omit  or  soften  what 

was  discreditable  to  Alexander,  but  he  may  be  fully  trusted  when  he  re¬ 
cords  an  act  of  cruelty  Aristobulus  and  others  affirmed  that  Kallisthenes 
was  put  in  chains  and  carried  about  in  this  condition  for  some  time;  after 
which  he  died  of  disease  and  a  wretched  state  of  body.  But  the  witnesses 
here  are  persons  whose  means  of  information  we  do  not  know  to  be  so 
good  as  those  of  Ptolemy  ;  besides  that,  the  statement  is  intrinsically  less 
probable. 

8  See  the  language  of  Seneca,  Nat  Quaest.  vi.  23  ;  Plutarch,  De  Adu¬ 
lator.  et  Amici  Discrimine,  \  65;  Theophrast.  ap.  Ciceron.  Tusc.  Disp. 
iii  10. 

Curtius  says  that  this  treatment  of  Kallisthenes  was  followed  by  a  late 
repentance  on  the  part  of  Alexander  (viii.  8,  23).  On  this  point  there  is 
no  other  evidence  —  nor  can  I  think  the  statement  probable. 

•  Arrian,  iv  22,  4 
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present  twenty-five  elephants,  and  whose  alliance  was  very 
valuable  to  him.  He  then  divided  his  army,  sending  one  di¬ 
vision  under  Hephaestion  and  Perdikkas,  towards  the  territory 
called  Peukelaotis  (apparently  that  immediately  north  of  the 
confluence  of  the  Kabool  river  with  the  Indus)  ;  and  conducting 
the  remainder  himself  in  an  easterly  direction,  over  the  moun¬ 
tainous  regions  between  the  Hindoo-Koosh  and  the  right  bank 
of  the  Indus.  Hephaestion  was  ordered,  after  subduing  all  ene¬ 
mies  in  his  way,  to  prepare  a  bridge  ready  for  passing  the  Indus 
by  the  time  when  Alexander  should  arrive.  Astes,  prince  of 
Peukeladtis,  was  taken  and  slain  in  the  city  where  he  had  shut 
himself  up ;  but  the  reduction  of  it  cost  Hephaestion  a  siege  of 
thirty  days.1 

Alexander,  with  his  own  half  of  the  army,  undertook  the  re¬ 
duction  of  the  Aspasii,  the  Guraei,  and  the  Assakeni,  tribes 
occupying  mountainous  and  difficult  localities  along  the  southern 
slopes  of  the  Hindoo-Koosh  ;  but  neither  they  nor  their  various 
towns  mentioned  —  Arigaeon,  Massaga,  Bazira,  Ora,  Dyrta,  etc., 
except  perhaps  the  remarkable  rock  of  Aornos,2  near  the  Indus 


1  Arrian,  iv.  22,  8-12 

*  Respecting  the  rock  called  Aornos,  a  valuable  and  elaborate  article, 
entitled  “  Gradus  ad  Aornon  ”  has  been  published  by  Major  Abbott  in  tha 
Journal  of  the  Asiatic  Society  of  Bengal,  No.  iv.  1854.  This  article  gives 
much  information,  collected  mainly  by  inquiries  on  the  spot,  and  accom 
panied  by  a  map,  about  the  very  little  known  country  west  of  the  Indus, 
between  the  Kabool  river  on  the  south,  and  the  Hindoo-Koosh  on  the 
north. 

Major  Abbott  attempts  to  follow  the  march  and  operations  of  Alexander, 
from  Alexandria  ad  Caucasum  to  the  rock  of  Aornos  (p.  31 1  seq  ).  He 
shows  highly  probable  reason  for  believing  that  the  Aornos  described  by 
Arrian  is  the  Mount  Mahabunn,  near  the  right  bank  of  the  Indus  (lat.  34° 
20'),  about  sixty  miles  above  its  confluence  with  the  Kabool  river.  “The 
whole  account  of  Arrian  of  the  rock  Aornos  is  a  faithful  picture  of  the 
Mahabunn.  It  was  the  most  remarkable  feature  of  the  country.  It  wa3 
the  refuge  of  all  the  neighboring  tribes.  It  was  covered  with  forest.  It 
had  good  soil  sufficient  for  a  thousand  ploughs,  and  pure  springs  of  water 
everywhere  abounded  It  was  4125  feet  above  the  plain,  and  fourteen  miles 
in  circuit.  The  summit  was  a  plain  where  cavalry  could  act.  It  would  be 
difficult  to  offer  a  more  faithful  description  of  the  Mahabunn.  The  side  on 
which  Alexander  scaled  the  main  summit  had  certainly  the  character  of  & 
rock.  But  the  whole  description  of  Arrian  indicates  a  table  mountain  ’  /p. 
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—  can  be  more  exactly  identified.  These  tribes  were  generally 
brave,  and  seconded  by  towns  of  strong  position  as  well  as  by  a 
rugged  country,  in  many  parts  utterly  without  roads.* 1  But  their 
defence  was  conducted  with  little  union,  no  military  skill,  and 
miserable  weapons ;  so  that  they  were  no  way  qualified  to  op- 


341  ).  The  Mahabunn  “  is  a  mountain  table,  scarped  on  the  east  by  tremen- 
dous  precipices,  from  which  descends  one  large  spur  down  upon  the  Indus 
between  Sitana  and  Umb  ”  (p.  340). 

To  this  similarity  in  so  many  local  features,  is  to  be  added  the  remarka¬ 
ble  coincidence  of  name,  between  the  town  Embolima,  where  Arrian  states 
that  Alexander  established  his  camp  for  the  purpose  of  attacking  Aornos 
—  and  the  modern  names  Umb  and  Balimah  (between  the  Mahabunn  and 
the  Indus)  —  “  the  one  in  the  river  valley,  the  other  on  the  mountain  imme¬ 
diately  above  it  ”  (p.  344).  Mount  Mahabunn  is  the  natural  refuge  for  the 
people  of  the  neighborhood  from  a  conqueror,  and  was  among  the  places 
taken  by  Nadir  Shah  (p.  338). 

A  strong  case  of  identity  is  thus  made  out  between  this  mountain  and 
the  Aornos  described  by  Arrian.  But  undoubtedly  it  does  not  coincide  with 
the  Aornos  described  by  Curtins,  who  compares  Aornos  to  a  Meta  (the  coni¬ 
cal  goal  of  the  stadium),  and  says  that  the  Indus  washed  its  base,  —  that  at 
the  first  assault  several  Macedonian  soldiers  were  hurled  down  into  the 
river.  This  close  juxtaposition  of  the  Indus  has  been  the  principal  feature 
looked  for  by  travellers  who  have  sought  for  Aornos  ;  but  no  place  has  yet 
been  found  answering  the  conditions  required.  We  have  here  to  make  our 
election  between  Arrian  and  Curtius.  Now  there  is  a  general  presumption 
in  Arrian’s  favor,  in  the  description  of  military  operations,  where  he  makes 
a  positive  statement ;  but  in  this  case,  the  presumption  is  peculiarly  strong, 
because  Ptolemy  was  in  the  most  conspicuous  and  difficult  command  for 
the  capture  of  Aornos,  and  was  therefore  likely  to  be  particular  in  the 
description  of  a  scene  where  he  had  reaped  much  glory. 

1  Arrian,  iv.  30,  13.  y  arparca  avrip  Ado-rroiuro  irpoou  iovacp,  anopa 
aAAwf  ovra  Ta  ravry  etc. 

The  countries  here  traversed  by  Alexander  include  parts  of  Kafiristan, 
Swart,  Bajore,  Chitral,  the  neighborhood  of  the  Kameh  and  other  affluents 
of  the  river  Kabul  before  it  falls  into  the  Indus  near  Attock.  Most  of  this 
is  Terra  Incognita  even  at  present;  especially  Kafiristan,  a  territory  inhab¬ 
ited  by  a  population  said  to  be  rude  and  barbarous,  but  which  has  nevor 
been  conquered  —  nor  indeed  ever  visited  by  strangers.  It  is  remarkable, 
that  among  the  inhabitants  of  Kafiristan,  —  as  well  as  among  those  of 
Badakshan,  on  the  other  or  northern  side  of  the  Hindoo-Koosh — there 
exist  traditions  respecting  Alexander,  together  with  a  sort  of  belief  that 
they  themselves  are  descended  from  his  soldiers.  See  Ritter’s  Erdkunde, 
pert  vii.  book  iii.  p.  200  seq. ;  Burnes’s  Travels,  vol.  iii.  ch.  4  p.  18f,  2nd  ed. ; 
Wilson,  Ariana  Antiqua.  p.  194  seq 
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pose  the  excellent  combination  and  rapid  movements  of  Alexan¬ 
der,  together  with  the  confident  attack  and  very  superior  arms, 
offensive,  as  well  as  defensive,  of  his  soldiers.  All  those  who 
attempted  resistance  were  successively  attacked,  overpowered 
and  slain.  Even  those  who  did  not  resist,  but  fled  to  the  moun¬ 
tains,  were  pursued,  and  either  slaughtered  or  sold  for  slaves. 
The  only  way  of  escaping  the  sword  was  to  remain,  submit,  and 
await  the  fiat  of  the  invader.  Such  a  series  of  uninterrupted 
successes,  all  achieved  with  little  loss,  it  is  rare  in  military  his¬ 
tory  to  read.  The  capture  of  the  rock  of  Aornos  was  peculiarly 
gratifying  to  Alexander,  because  it  enjoyed  the  legendary  repu¬ 
tation  of  having  been  assailed  in  vain  by  Herakles  —  and  indeed 
he  himself  had  deemed  it,  at  first  sight,  unassailable.  After 
having  thus  subdued  the  upper  regions  (above  Attock  or  the 
confluence  of  the  Kabul  river)  on  the  right  bank  of  the  Indus, 
he  availed  himself  of  some  forests  alongside  to  fell  timber  and 
build  boats.  These  boats  were  sent  down  the  stream,  to  the  point 
where  Hephaestion  and  Perdikkas  were  preparing  the  bridge.1 

Such  fatiguing  operations  of  Alexander,  accomplished  amidst 
all  the  hardships  of  winter,  were  followed  by  a  halt  of  thirty 
days,  to  refresh  the  soldiers  before  he  crossed  the  Indus,  in  the 
early  spring  of  326  b.  c.2  It  is  presumed,  probably  enough,  that 
he  crossed  at  or  near  Attock,  the  passage  now  frequented.  He 
first  marched  to  Taxila,  where  the  prince  Taxilus  at  once  sub¬ 
mitted,  and  reinforced  the  army  with  a  strong  contingent  of 
Indian  soldiers.  His  alliance  and  information  was  found  ex¬ 
tremely  valuable.  The  whole  neighboring  territory  submitted, 
and  was  placed  under  Philippus  as  satrap,  with  a  garrison  and 
depot  at  Taxila.  He  experienced  no  resistance  until  he  reached 
the  river  Hydaspes  (Jelum),  on  the  other  side  of  which  the 
Indian  prince  Porus  stood  prepared  to  dispute  the  passage ;  a 
brave  man,  with  a  formidable  force,  better  armed  than  Indians 
generally  were,  and  with  many  trained  elephants  ;  which  ani¬ 
mals  the  Macedonians  had  never  yet  encountered  in  battle.  By 


J  Arrian,  iv.  30,  16  v.  7,  2. 

s  The  halt  of  thirty  days  is  mentioned  by  Diodorus,  xvii.  86.  For  tha 
proof  that  these  operations  took  place  in  winter,  see  the  valuable  citation 
from  Aristobulus  given  in  Strabo  (xv.  p.  601). 
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a  series  of  admirable  military  combinations,  Alexander  eluded 
the  vigilance  of  Porus,  stole  the  passage  of  the  river  at  a  point 
a  few  miles  above,  and  completely  defeated  the  Indian  army.  In 
spite  of  their  elephants,  which  were  skilfully  managed,  the 
Indians  could  not  long  withstand  the  shock  of  close  combat, 
against  such  cavalry  and  infantry  as  the  Macedonian.  Porus,  a 
prince  of  gigantic  stature,  mounted  on  an  elephant,  fought  with 
the  utmost  gallantry,  rallying  his  broken  troops  and  keeping 
them  together  until  the  last.  Having  seen  two  of  his  sons  slain, 
himself  wounded  and  perishing  with  thirst,  he  was  only  pre¬ 
served  by  the  special  directions  of  Alexander.  When  Porus 
was  brought  before  him,  Alexander  was  struck  with  admiration 
at  his  stature,  beauty,  and  undaunted  bearing.1  Addressing  him 
first,  he  asked,  what  Porus  wished  to  be  done  for  him.  “  That 
you  should  treat  me  as  a  king,”  was  the  reply  of  Porus.  Alex¬ 
ander,  delighted  with  these  words,  behaved  towards  Porus  with 
the  utmost  courtesy  and  generosity  ;  not  only  ensuring  to  him 
his  actual  kingdom,  but  enlarging  it  by  new  additions.  He  found 
in  Porus  a  faithful  and  efficient  ally.  This  was  the  greatest  day 
of  Alexander’s  life  ;  if  we  take  together  the  splendor  and  diffi¬ 
culty  of  the  military  achievement,  and  the  generous  treatment 
of  his  conquered  opponent.2 


‘  Arrian,  v.  19,  1.  ’A  Aefaydpof  de  d>f  npocrayovTa  eirvtieTO,  irpocnmrevocn 
irpd  rrjg  rdtjeug  ai>v  oXiyoiq  tljv  braLpuv  unavTg.  r<p  Tlupy,  nal  knLOTrjoaq 
tov  lttttov,  to  te  pt'yetfof  kd-avpa&v  vnep  tcevts  7 paTuora  tjvp/3aivov, 
xai  rb  /caAAof  tov  TIcopov,  xal  oti'ov  dedovlupEvot;  Trj  yvu/uq  ktyai 
veto ,  etc. 

We  see  here  how  Alexander  was  struck  with  the  stature  and  personal 
beauty  of  Porus,  and  how  much  these  visual  impressions  contributed  to  de¬ 
termine,  or  at  least  to  strengthen,  his  favorable  sympathies  towards  the 
captive  prince.  This  illustrates  what  I  have  observed  in  the  last  chapter, 
in  recounting  his  treatment  of  the  eunuch  Batis  after  the  capture  of  Gaza; 
that  the  repulsive  appearance  of  Batis  greatly  heightened  Alexander’s  in¬ 
dignation.  With  a  man  of  such  violent  impulses  as  Alexander,  these  external 
impressions  were  of  no  inconsiderable  moment. 

2  These  operations  are  described  in  Arrian,  v.  9.  v.  19  (we  may  remark 
that  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus.  though  both  present,  differed  on  many  points, 
V.  14);  Curtius,  viii.  13,  14  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  87,  88.  According  to  Plutarch 
*,Alex.  60),  Alexander  dwelt  much  upon  the  battle  in  his  own  letters. 

There  are  two  principal  points  —  Jelum  and  Julalpoor  —  where  high  road» 
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Alexander  celebrated  his  victory  by  sacrifices  to  the  gods,  and 
lestivities  on  the  banks  of  the  Hydaspes ;  where  he  also  gave 
directions  for  the  foundation  of  two  cities  —  Niktea,  on  the  east¬ 
ern  bank ;  and  Bukephalia,  on  the  western,  so  named  in  com¬ 
memoration  of  his  favorite  horse,  who  died  here  of  age  and  fa¬ 
tigue.  *  Leaving  Kraterus  to  lay  out  and  erect  these  new  estab- 


from  the  Indus  now  cross  the  Hydaspes.  Each  of  these  points  have  been 
assigned  by  different  writers,  as  the  probable  scene  of  the  crossing  of  the 
river  by  Alexander.  Of  the  two  Jelum  (rather  higher  up  the  river  than 
Julalpoor)  seems  the  more  probable.  Burnes  points  out  that  near  Jelum 
the  river  is  divided  into  five  or  six  channels  with  islands  (Travels,  vol.  ii. 
ch.  2.  p.  50,  2nd  ed. ).  Captain  Abbott  (in  the  Journal  of  the  Asiatic  Society, 
Calcutta,  Dec.  1848)  has  given  an  interesting  memoir  on  the  features  and 
course  of  the  Hydaspes  a  little  above  Jelum,  comparing  them  with  the  par¬ 
ticulars  stated  by  Arrian,  and  showing  highly  plausible  reasons  in  support 
of  this  hypothesis  —  that  the  crossing  took  place  near  Jelum. 

Diodorus  mentions  a  halt  of  thirty  days,  after  the  victory  (xvii.  89),  which 
seems  not  probable.  Both  he  and  Curtius  allude  to  numerous  serpents,  by 
which  the  army  was  annoyed  between  the  Akesines  and  the  Hydraotes 
(Curtius,  ix.  1,  11 ). 

1  Arrian  states  (v.  19,  5)  that  the  victory  over  Porus  was  gained  in  the 
month  Munychion  of  the  archon  Hegemon  at  Athens  —  that  is,  about  the 
end  of  April,  326  b.  c.  This  date  is  not  to  be  reconciled  with  another  pas¬ 
sage,  v.  9,  6  —  where  he  says  that  the  summer  solstice  had  already  passed, 
and  that  all  the  rivers  of  the  Punjab  were  full  of  water,  turbid  and  violent. 

This  swelling  of  the  rivers  begins  about  June  ;  they  do  not  attain  their  full 
height  until  August.  Moreover,  the  description  of  the  battle,  as  given  both 
by  Arrian  and  by  Curtius,  implies  that  it  took  place  after  the  rainy  season 
had  begun  (Arrian,  v.  9,  7  ;  v.  12,  5.  Curtius,  viii.  14,  4). 

Some  critics  have  proposed  to  read  Metageitnion  ( July-August)  as  the 
month,  instead  of  Munychion  ;  an  alteration  approved  by  Mr.  Clinton  and  re¬ 
ceived  into  the  text  by  Schmieder.  But  if  this  alteration  be  admitted,  the 
name  of  the  Athenian  archon  must  be  altered  also  ;  for  Metageitnion  of  the 
archon  Hegemon  would  be  eight  months  earlier  (July-August,  327  b.  c.)  ; 
and  at  this  date  Alexander  had  not  as  yet  crossed  the  Indus,  as  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  Aristobulus  (ap.  Strabo,  xv.  p.  691)  plainly  shows  —  and  as  Droy- 
sen  and  Miitzel  remark.  Alexander  did  not  cross  the  Indus  before  the 
spring  of  326  b.  c.  If,  in  place  of  the  archon  Hegemon,  we  substitute  the 
next  following  archon  Chremes  (and  it  is  remarkable  that  Diodorus  assigns 
the  battle  to  this  later  archonship,  xvii.  87),  this  would  be  July-August  326 
B.  c. ;  which  would  be  a  more  admissible  date  for  the  battle  than  the  preced¬ 
ing  month  of  Munychion.  At  the  same  time,  the  substitution  of  Metage¬ 
itnion  rs  mere  conjecture ;  and  seems  to  leave  hardly  time  enough  for  the 
subsequent  events  As  far  as  an  opinion  can  be  formed,  it  would  seem  that 
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iishments,  as  well  as  to  keep  up  communication,  he  conducted 
his  army  onward  in  an  easterly  direction  towards  the  river  Aka- 
tines  (Chenab).* 1  His  recent  victory  had  spread  terror  arouud; 
the  Glaukas,  a  powerful  Indian  tribe,  with  thirty-seven  towns  and 
many  populous  villages,  submitted,  and  were  placed  under  the 
dominion  of  Porus  ;  while  embassies  of  submission  were  also  re¬ 
ceived  from  two  considerable  princes  —  Abisares,  and  a  second 
Porus,  hitherto  at  enmity  with  his  namesake.  The  passage  of 
the  great  river  Akesines,  now  full  and  impetuous  in  its  current, 
was  accomplished  by  boats  and  by  inflated  hides,  yet  not  without 
difficulty  and  danger.  From  thence  he  pioceeded  onward  in  the 
same  direction,  across  the  Punjab  —  finding  no  enemies,  but 
leaving  detachments  at  suitable  posts  to  keep  up  his  communica¬ 
tions  and  ensure  his  supplies  —  to  the  river  Hydraotes  or  Ravee ; 
which,  though  not  less  broad  and  full  than  the  Akesines,  was 
comparatively  tranquil,  so  as  to  be  crossed  with  facility.2  Here 
some  free  Indian  tribes,  Kathaeans  and  others,  had  the  courage 
to  resist.  They  first  attempted  to  maintain  themselves  in  San- 
gala  by  surrounding  their  town  with  a  triple  entrenchment  of 
waggons.  These  being  attacked  and  carried,  they  were  driven 
within  the  walls,  which  they  now  began  to  despair  of  defending, 
and  resolved  to  evacuate  by  night.  But  the  project  was  divulged 
to  Alexander  by  deserters,  and  frustrated  by  his  vigilance.  On 
the  next  day,  he  took  the  town  by  storm,  putting  to  the  sword 
17,000  Indians,  and  taking  (according  to  Arrian)  70,000  cap¬ 
tives.  His  own  loss  before  the  town  was  less  than  100  killed, 
and  1200  wounded.  Two  neighboring  towns,  in  alliance  with 
Sangala,  were  evacuated  by  their  terrified  inhabitants.  Alex¬ 
ander  pursued,  but  could  not  overtake  them,  except  500  sick  or 
weakly  persons,  whom  his  soldiers  put  to  death.  Demolishing 


*he  battle  was  fought  about  the  end  of  June  or  beginning  of  July  326  b.  c 
after  the  rainy  season  had  commenced;  towards  the  close  of  the  archonship 
of  Hegemon,  and  the  beginning  of  that  of  Chremes. 

1  Arrian,  v.  20 ;  Didor.  xvii.  95.  Lieut.  Wood  (Journey  to  the  source  of 
the  Oxus,  p.  11-39)  remarks  that  the  large  rivers  of  the  Punjab  change 
their  course  so  often  and  so  considerably,  that  monuments  ar„d  indications 
of  Alexander’s  march  in  that  territory  cannot  be  expected  tc  remain,  espe 
cially  in  ground  near  rivers. 

%  Arrian,  v.  20. 
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the  town  of  Sangala,  he  added  the  territory  to  the  dominion  of 
Porus,  then  present,  with  a  contingent  of  5000  Indians.1 

Sangala  was  the  easternmost  of  all  Alexander’s  conquests. 
Presently  his  march  brought  him  to  the  river  Hyphasis  (Sut- 
ledge),  the  last  of  the  rivers  in  the  Punjab  —  seemingly  at  a 
point  below  its  confluence  with  the  Beas.  Beyond  this  river, 
broad  and  rapid,  Alexander  was  informed  that  there  lay  a  desert 
of  eleven  days’  march,  extending  to  a  still  greater  river  called 
the  Ganges ;  beyond  which  dwelt  the  Gandaridse,  the  most  pow¬ 
erful,  warlike,  and  populous,  of  all  the  Indian  tribes,  distinguish¬ 
ed  for  the  number  and  training  of  their  elephants.2  The  pros¬ 
pect  of  a  difficult  march,  and  of  an  enemy  esteemed  invincible, 
only  instigated  his  ardor.  He  gave  orders  for  the  crossing.  But 
here  for  the  first  time  his  army,  officers  as  well  as  soldiers,  mani¬ 
fested  symptoms  of  uncontrollable  weariness ;  murmuring  aloud 
at  these  endless  toils,  and  marches  they  knew  not  whither.  They 
had  already  over-passed  the  limits  where  Dionysus  and  Herakles 
were  said  to  have  stopped :  they  were  travelling  into  regions 
hitherto  unvisited  either  by  Greeks  or  by  Persians,  merely  for 
the  purpose  of  provoking  and  conquering  new  enemies.  Of  vic¬ 
tories  they  were  sated ;  of  their  plunder,  abundant  as  it  was,  they 
had  no  enjoyment;3  the  hardships  of  a  perpetual  onward  march, 
often  excessively  accelerated,  had  exhausted  both  men  and  hor¬ 
ses  ;  moreover,  their  advance  from  the  Hydaspes  had  been  ac¬ 
complished  in  the  wet  season,  under  rains  more  violent  and  con¬ 
tinued  than  they  had  ever  before  experienced.4  Informed  of 
the  reigning  discontent,  Alexander  assembled  his  officers  and 
harangued  them,  endeavoring  to  revive  in  them  that  forward 
spirit  and  promptitude  which  he  had  hitherto  found  not  inade- 


1  Arrian,  v.  23.  24  ;  Curtius,  ix.  1,  15. 

J  Curtius,  ix.  2,  3 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  93 ;  Plutarch,  Alex.  62. 

3  Curtius,  ix.  3,  11  (speech  of  Koenus).  “  Quoto  cuique  lorica  est? 
Quis  equum  habet  ?  Jube  quaeri,  quam  multos  servi  ipsorum  persecute 
sint,  quid  cuique  supersit  ex  praeda.  Omnium  victores,  omnium  inopes 
sumus.” 

4  Aristobulus  ap.  Strabo,  xv.  p.  691-697.  vecr&ai  ovvexCog.  Arrian,  v 
29,  8 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  93.  xeilu^)V€^  u}'P<-a  KaTeppayr/cav  £<t>’  7/fxepac  kSdofMTf- 
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quate  to  Ida  own.1  But  he  entirely  failed.  No  one  indeed  dared 
openly  to  contradict  him.  Koenus  alone  hazarded  some  words 
of  timid  dissuasion ;  the  rest  manifested  a  passive  and  sullen 
repugnance,  even  when  he  proclaimed  that  those  who  desired 
might  return,  with  the  shame  of  having  deserted  their  king,  while 
he  would  march  forward  with  the  volunteers  only.  After  a  sus¬ 
pense  of  two  days,  passed  in  solitary  and  silent  mortification  — 
he  still  apparently  persisted  in  his  determination,  and  offered  the 
sacrifice  usual  previous  to  the  passage  of  a  river.  The  victims 
were  inauspicious ;  he  bowed  to  the  will  of  the  gods ;  and  gave 
orders  for  return,  to  the  unanimous  and  unbounded  delight  of  his 
army.2 

To  mark  the  last  extremity  of  his  eastward  progress,  he  erected 
twelve  altars  of  extraordinary  height  and  dimension  on  the  west¬ 
ern  bank  of  the  Hyphasis,  offering  sacrifices  of  thanks  to  the  gods, 
with  the  usual  festivities,  and  matches  of  agility  and  force.  Then, 
having  committed  all  the  territory  west  of  the  Hyphasis  to  the 
government  of  Porus,  he  marched  back,  repassed  the  Hydraotes 
and  Akesines,  and  returned  to  the  Hydaspes  near  the  point  where 


1  In  the  speech  which  Arrian  (v.  25,  26)  puts  into  the  mouth  of  Alexan¬ 
der,  the  most  curious  point  is,  the  geographical  views  which  he  promulgates. 
“  We  have  not  much  farther  now  to  march  (he  was  standing  on  the  west¬ 
ern  bank  of  the  Sutledge)  to  the  river  Ganges,  and  the  great  Eastern  Sea 
which  surrounds  the  whole  earth.  The  Hyrkanian  (Caspian)  Sea  joins  on 
to  this  great  sea  on  one  side,  the  Persian  Gulf  on  the  other;  after  we  have 
subdued  all  those  nations  which  lie  before  us  eastward  towards  the  Great 
Sea,  and  northward  towards  the  Hyrkanian-  Sea,  we  shall  then  sail  by  water 
first  to  the  Persian  Gulf,  next  round  Libya  to  the  pillars  of  Herakles;  from 
thence  we  shall  march  back  all  through  Libya,  and  add  it  to  all  Asia  as 
parts  of  our  empire.”  (I  here  abridge  rather  than  translate). 

It  is  remarkable,  that  while  Alexander  made  so  prodigious  an  error  in 
narrowing  the  eastern  limits  of  Asia,  the  Ptolemaic  geography,  recognized 
in  the  time  of  Columbus,  made  an  error  not  less  in  the  opposite  direction, 
stretching  it  too  far  to  the  East.  It  was  upon  the  faith  of  this  last  mistake, 
that  Columbus  projected  his  voyage  of  circumnavigation  from  Western 
Europe,  expecting  to  come  to  the  eastern  coast  of  Asia  from  the  West,  after 
no  great  length  of  voyage. 

2  Arrian,  v  28,  7.  The  fact  that  Alexander,  under  all  this  insuperable 
repugnance  of  his  soldiers,  still  offered  the  sacrifice  preliminary  to  crossing 
—  is  curious  as  an  illustration  of  his  character,  and  was  specially  attested 
by  Ptolemy. 
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iie  had  first  crossed  it.  The  two  new  cities  —  Bukephalia  and 
Niksea  —  which  he  had  left  orders  for  commencing  on  that  river, 
had  suffered  much  from  the  rains  and  inundations  during  his  for¬ 
ward  march  to  the  Hyphasis,  and  now  required  the  aid  of  the 
army  to  repair  the  damage.1  The  heavy  rains  continued  through 
out  most  of  his  return  march  to  the  Hydaspes.2 

On  coming  back  to  this  river,  Alexander  received  a  large  rem 
forcement  both  of  cavalry  and  infantry,  sent  to  him  from  Europe, 
together  with  25,000  new  panoplies,  and  a  considerable  stock  of 
medicines.3  Had  these  reinforcements  reached  him  on  the  Hypha¬ 
sis,  it  seems  not  impossible  that  he  might  have  prevailed  on  his 
army  to  accompany  him  in  his  farther  advance  to  the  Ganges  and 
the  regions  beyond.  He  now  employed  himself,  assisted  by  Porus 
and  Taxilus,  in  collecting  and  constructing  a  fleet  for  sailing  down 
the  Hydaspes  and  thence  down  to  the  mouth  of  the  Indus.  By 
the  early  part  of  November,  a  fleet  of  nearly  2000  boats  or  ves¬ 
sels  of  various  sizes  having  been  prepared,  he  began  his  voyage.4 * 
Kraterus  marched  with  one  division  of  the  army,  along  the  right 
bank  of  the  Hydaspes  —  Hephasstion  on  the  left  bank  with  the 
remainder,  including  200  elephants  ;  Nearchus  had  the  command 
of  the  fleet  in  the  river,  on  board  of  which  was  Alexander  him¬ 
self.  He  pursued  his  voyage  slowly  down  the  river,  to  the  con¬ 
fluence  of  the  Hydaspes  with  the  Akesines  —  with  the  Hydra- 
ctes  —  and  with  the  Hyphasis  —  all  pouring,  in  one  united  stream, 
into  the  Indus.  He  sailed  down  the  Indus  to  its  junction  with 
the  Indian  Ocean.  Altogether  this  voyage  occupied  nine  months,6 


1  Arrian,  v.  29,  8  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  95. 

2  Aristobulus  ap.  Strab.  xv.  p.  691  — until  the  rising  of  Arkturus.  Dio¬ 
dorus  says,  70  days  (xvii.  73),  which  seems  more  probable. 

8  Diodor.  xvii.  95  ;  Curtius,  ix.  3,  21. 

*  The  voyage  was  commenced  a  few  days  before  the  setting  of  the  Plei¬ 
ades  (Aristobulus,  ap.  Strab.  xv.  p.  692). 

For  the  number  of  the  ships,  see  Ptolemy  ap.  Arrian,  vi.  2,  8. 

On  seeing  crocodiles  in  the  Indus,  Alexander  was  at  first  led  to  sup¬ 
pose  that  it  was  the  same  river  as  the  Nile,  and  that  he  had  discovered  the 
higher  course  of  the  Nile,  from  whence  it  flowed  into  Egypt.  This  is  curi¬ 
ous,  as  an  illustration  of  the  geographical  knowledge  of  the  time  (Arrian, 
vi.  1,  3). 

4  Aristobulus  ap.  Strab.  xv.  p.  692.  Aristobulus  said  that  the  downward 

voyage  occupied  ten  months ;  this  seems  longer  than  the  exact  reality 
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from  November  326  b  c.  to  August  325  b.  c.  But  it  was  a 
voyage  full  of  active  military  operations  on  both  sides  of 
the  river.  Alexander  perpetually  disembarked  to  attack,  sub 
due,  and  slaughter  all  such  nations  near  the  banks  as  did  not  v  dl- 
untarily  submit.  Among  them  were  the  Malli  and  Oxj'drakae, 
free  and  brave  tribes,  who  resolved  to  defend  their  liberty,  but, 
unfortunately  for  themselves,  were  habitually  at  variance,  and 
could  not  now  accomplish  any  hearty  cooperation  against  the  com¬ 
mon  invader.1  Alexander  first  assailed  the  Malli  with  his  usual 
celerity  and  vigor,  beat  them  with  slaughter  in  the  field,  and 
took  several  of  their  towns.2 3  There  remained  only  their  last  and 
strongest  town,  from  which  the  defenders  were  already  driven  out 
and  forced  to  retire  to  the  citadel.8  Thither  they  were  pursued 
by  the  Macedonians,  Alexander  being  among  the  foremost,  with 
only  a  few  guards  near  him.  Impatent  because  the  troops  with 
their  scaling-ladders  did  not  come  up  more  rapidly,  he  mounted 
upon  a  ladder  that  happened  to  be  at  hand,  attended  only  by 
Peukestes  and  one  or  two  others,  with  an  adventurous  courage 
even  transcending  what  he  was  wont  to  display.  Having  cleared 
the  wall  by  killing  several  of  its  defenders,  he  jumped  down  into 
the  interior  of  the  citadel,  and  made  head  for  some  time,  nearly 
alone,  against  all  within.  He  received  however  a  bad  wound 
from  an  arrow  in  the  breast,  and  was  on  the  point  of  fainting, 
when  his  soldiers  burst  in,  rescued  him,  and  took  the  place. 
Every  person  within,  man,  woman,  and  child,  was  slain.4 * * * 

The  wound  of  Alexander  was  so  severe,  that  he  was  at  first 
reported  to  be  dead- to  the  great  consternation  and  distress  of  the 
army.  However,  he  became  soon  sufficiently  recovered  to  show 


Moreover  Aristobulus  said  that  they  had  no  rain  during  all  the  voyage 
4own.  through  all  the  summer  months  :  Nearchus  stated  the  contrary  (Strabo, 

1  Curfius,  ix  4,  15;  Diodor,  xvii  98.  *  Arrian,  vi.  7,  8. 

3  This  last  stronghold  of  the  Malli  is  supposed,  by  Mr.  Cunningham  and 

•thers,  to  have  been  the  modern  c  ty  of  Multan.  The  river  Ravee  or  Hy- 

<raotes  is  said  to  have  formerly  run  past  the  city  of  Multan  into  the 
*/henab  or  Akesines. 

*  Arrian,  vi.  9,  10,  11.  He  notices  the  great  discrepancy  in  the  varionf 

accounts  given  of  this  achievement  and  dangerous  wound  of  Alexander. 

Compare  Diodor.  xvii.  98,  99  ,  Curtins,  ix.  4,  5  ,  Plutarch,  Alex.  63. 
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himself,  and  to  receive  their  ardent  congratulations,  in  the  camp 
established  at  the  point  of  junction  between  the  Hydraotes  (Ra- 
vee)  and  (Akesines)  Chenab.1  His  voyage  down  the  river, 
though  delayed  by  the  care  of  his  wound,  was  soon  resumed  and 
prosecuted,  with  the  same  active  operations  by  his  land-force  on 
both  sides  to  subjugate  all  the  Indian  tribes  and  cities  within  ac¬ 
cessible  distance.  At  the  junction  of  the  river  Akesines  (Punj- 
nud)  with  the  Indus,  Alexander  directed  the  foundation  of  a  new 
city,  with  adequate  docks  and  conveniences  for  ship-building, 
whereby  he  expected  to  command  the  internal  navigation.2  Hav¬ 
ing  no  farther  occasion  now  for  so  large  a  land-force,  he  sent  a 
large  portion  of  it,  under  Kraterus,  westward  (seemingly  through 
the  pass  now  called  Bolan)  into  Karmania.3  He  established  an¬ 
other  military  and  naval  post  at  Pattala,  where  the  Delta  of  the 
Indus  divided  ;  and  he  then  sailed,  with  a  portion  of  his  fleet, 
down  the  right  arm  of  the  river  to  have  the  first  sight  of  the  In¬ 
dian  Ocean.  The  view  of  ebbing  and  flowing  tide,  of  which 
none  had  had  experience  on  the  scale  there  exhibited,  occasioned 
to  all  much  astonishment  and  alarm.4 

The  fleet  was  now  left  to  be  conducted  by  the  admiral  Near- 
chus,  from  the  mouth  of  the  Indus  round  by  the  Persian  Gulf  to 
that  of  the  Tigris  :  a  memorable  nautical  enterprise  in  Grecian 
antiquity.  Alexander  himself  (about  the  month  of  August)  be¬ 
gan  his  march  by  land  westward  through  the  territories  of  the 


1  Arrian,  xi.  13.  2  Arrian,  xi.  15,  5. 

3  Arrian,  xi.  17,  6;  Strabo,  xv.  p.  721. 

4  Arrian,  xi.  18,  19;  Curtius,  ix.  9.  He  reached  Pattala  towards  the 
middle  or  end  of  July,  Kepi  icvvdg  imTohrjv  (Strabo,  xv.  p.  692). 

The  site  of  Pattala  has  been  usually  looked  for  near  the  modern  Tatta. 
But  Dr.  Kennedy,  in  his  recent  ‘  Narrative  of  the  Campaign  of  the  Army 
of  the  Indus  in  Scinde  and  Kabool  ’  (ch.  v.  p.  104),  shows  some  reasons  for 
thinking  that  it  must  have  been  considerably  higher  up  the  river  than  Tatta; 
somewhere  near  Sehwan.  “  The  delta  commencing  about  130  miles  above 
the  sea,  its  northern  apex  would  be  somewhere  midway  between  Hyderabad 
and  Sehwan  ;  where  local  traditions  still  speak  of  ancient  cities  destroyed, 
and  of  greater  changes  having  occurred  than  in  any  other  part  of  the 
course  of  the  Indus.  ” 

The  constant  changes  in  the  course  of  the  Indus,  however  (compare  p. 
73  of  his  work),  noticed  by  all  observers,  render  every  attempt  at  such 
vlentification  conjectural  —  see  Wood’s  Journey  to  the  Oxus,  p.  12. 


236 


HISTORY  OF  GRLECE. 


Arabitae  and  the  Oritas,  and  afterwards  through  the  deserts  of  Ge- 
drosia.  Pura,  the  principal  town  of  the  Gedrosians,  was  sixty 
days’  march  from  the  boundary  of  the  Orita?.1 

Here  his  army,  though  without  any  formidable  opposing  ene¬ 
my,  underwent  the  most  severe  and  deplorable  sufferings  ;  their 
march  being  through  a  sandy  and  trackless  desert,  with  short 
supplies  of  food  and  still  shorter  supplies  of  water,  under  a  burn¬ 
ing  sun.  The  loss  in  men,  horses,  and  baggage-cattle  from  thirst, 
fatigue,  and  disease  was  prodigious  ;  and  it  required  all  the  un¬ 
conquerable  energy  of  Alexander  to  bring  through  even  the  di¬ 
minished  number.2 3 * * * *  At  Pura  the  army  obtained  repose  and  re¬ 
freshment,  and  was  enabled  to  march  forward  into  Karmania, 
where  Kraterus  joined  them  with  his  division  from  the  Indus, 
and  Kleander  with  the  division  which  had  been  left  at  Ekba- 
tana.  Kleander,  accused  of  heinous  crimes  in  his  late  command, 
was  put  to  death  or  imprisoned :  several  of  his  comrades  were 
executed.  To  recompense  the  soldiers  for  their  recent  distress 
in  Gedrosia,  the  king  conducted  them  for  seven  days  in  drunken 
bacchanalian  procession  through  Karmania,  himself  and  all  his 
friends  taking  part  in  the  revelry  ;  an  imitation  of  the  jovial  fes¬ 
tivity  and  triumph  with  which  the  god  Dionysus  had  marched 
back  from  the  conquest  of  India.8 

1  Arrian,  vi.  24,  2  ;  Strabo,  xv.  p.  723. 

2  Arrian,  vi.  25,  26  ;  Curtius,  ix.  10  ;  Plutarch.  Alex.  66. 

3  Curtius,  ix.  10;  Diodor.  xvii.  106;  Plutarch,  Alex.  67.  Arrian  (vi.  28) 
found  this  festal  progress  mentioned  in  some  authorities,  but  not  in  others. 
Neither  Ptolemy  nor  Aristobulus  mentioned  it.  Accordingly  Arrian  re¬ 
fuses  to  believe  it.  There  may  have  been  exaggerations  or  falsities  as  to  the 

details  of  the  march ;  but  as  a  general  fact,  I  see  no  sufficient  ground  for 
disbelieving  it.  A  season  of  excessive  license  to  the  soldiers,  after  their 
extreme  suffering  in  Gedrosia,  was  by  no  means  unnatural  to  grant.  More¬ 
over,  it  corresponds  to  the  general  conception  of  the  returning  march  of 
Dionysus  in  antiquity,  while  the  imitation  of  that  god  was  quite  in  con 
formity  with  Alexander’s  turn  of  sentiment. 

I  have  already  remarked,  that  the  silence  of  Ptolemy  and  Aristobulus  is 
too  strongly  insisted  on,  both  by  Arrian  and  by  others,  as  a  reason  for  dis 
believing  affirmations  respecting  Alexander. 

Arrian  and  Curtius  (x.  lj  differ  in  their  statements  about  the  treatment 

of  Kleander.  According  to  Arrian,  he  was  put  to  death  ;  according  to  Cur¬ 

tius.  he  was  spared  from  death,  and  simply  put  in  prison,  in  consequence  of 
the  important  service  which  he  had  rendered  by  killing  Parmenio  with  hi 
own  hand  ;  while  600  of  his  accomplices  and  agents  were  put  to  death 
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During  the  halt  in  Karmania  Alexander  had  the  satisfaction 
of  seeing  his  admiral  Nearchus,1  who  had  brought  the  fleet  round 
from  the  mouth  of  the  Indus  to  the  harbor  called  Ilarmozeia  (Or¬ 
muz),  not  far  from  the  entrance  of  the  Persian  Gulf ;  a  voyage 
of  much  hardship  and  distress,  along  the  barren  coasts  of  the  Gri- 
tse,  the  Gedrosians,  and  the  Ichthyophagi.2 3  Nearchus,  highly- 
commended  and  honored,  was  presently  sent  back  to  complete 
his  voyage  as  far  as  the  mouth  of  the  Euphrates ;  while  lie- 
phsestion  also  was  directed  to  conduct  the  larger  portion  of  the 
army,  with  the  elephants  and  heavy  baggage,  by  the  road  near 
the  coast  from  Karmania  into  Persis.  This  road,  though  circui¬ 
tous,  was  the  most  convenient,  as  it  was  now'  the  winter  season;8 
but  Alexander  himself,  with  the  lighter  divisions  of  his  army, 
took  the  more  direct  mountain  road  from  Karmania  to  Pasarga- 
dae  and  Persepolis.  Visiting  the  tomb  of  Cyrus  the  Great, 
founder  of  the  Persian  empire,  he  was  incensed  to  find  it  violated 
and  pillaged.  He  caused  it  to  be  carefully  restored,  put  to  death 
a  Macedonian  named  Polymachus  as  the  offender,  and  tortured 
the  Magian  guardians  of  it  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  accom¬ 
plices,  but  in  vain.4 *  Orsines,  satrap  of  Persis,  was  however  ac¬ 
cused  of  connivance  in  the  deed,  as  well  as  of  various  acts  of 
murder  and  spoliation  :  according  to  Curtius,  he  was  not  only 
innocent,  but  had  manifested  both  good  faith  and  devotion  to  Al¬ 
exander  ; 6 *  in  spite  of  which  he  became  a  victim  of  the  hostility 
of  the  favorite  eunuch  Bagoas,  who  both  poisoned  the  king’s  mind 
with  calumnies  of  his  own,  and  suborned  other  accusers  with  false 


1  Nearchus  had  begun  his  voyage  about  the  end  of  September,  or  begin 
ning  of  October  (Arrian,  Indie.  21 ;  Strabo,  xv.  p.  721). 

a  Arrian,  vi.  28,  7  ;  Arrian,  Indica,  c.  33-37. 

3  Arrian,  vi.  28,  12-29,  1. 

4  Plutarch,  Alex.  69  ;  Arrian,  vi.  29,  17  ;  Strabo,  xv.  p.  730. 

6  Arrian,  vi.  30,  2;  Curtius,  x.  1,  23-38.  “Iiic  fuit  exitus  nobilissima 
Persarum,  nec  insontis  modo,  sed  exiinise  quoque  benignitatis  in  regem.” 

The  great  favor  which  the  beautiful  eunuch  Bagoas  (though  Arrian  does 
not  mention  him)  enjoyed  with  Alexander,  and  the  exalted  position  which 

he  occupied,  are  attested  by  good  contemporary  evidence,  especially  the 
philosopher  Dikaearchus  —  see  Athenae.  xiii.  p.  603  ;  Dikmarch.  Fragm.  19. 
ap.  Hist.  Grasc.  Fragm.  Didot,  vol.  ii.  p.  241.  Compare  the  Fragments  of 
Eumenes  and  Diodotus  (iElian,  V.  II.  iii.  23)  in  Didot,  Fragm.  Script©? 

Hist.  Alex.  Magni,  p.  121  ;  Plutarch  De  Adul  et  Amic.  Discrim,  p.  65. 
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testimony.  Whatever  may  be  the  truth  of  the  story,  Alexander 
caused  Orsines  to  be  hanged  ;  naming  as  satrap  Peukestes,  whose 
favor  was  now  high,  partly  as  comrade  and  preserver  of  the  king 
in  his  imminent  danger  at  the  citadel  of  the  Malli,  —  partly  from 
his  having  adopted  the  Persian  dress,  manners,  and  language 
more  completely  than  any  other  Macedonian.1 

It  was  about  February,  in  324  b.  c.,2 3 * * * *  that  Alexander  marched 
out  of  Persis  to  Susa.  During  this  progress,  at  the  point  where 
he  crossed  the  Pasitigris,  he  was  again  joined  by  Nearchus,  who 
having  completed  his  circumnavigation  from  the  mouth  of  the 
Indus  to  that  of  the  Euphrates,  had  sailed  back  with  the  fleet 
from  the  latter  river  and  come  up  the  Pasitigris.8  It  is  probable 
that  the  division  of  Hephaestion  also  rejoined  him  at  Susa,  and 
that  the  whole  army  was  there  for  the  first  time  brought  together, 
after  the  separation  in  Karmania. 

In  Susa  and  Susiana  Alexander  spent  some  months.  For  the 
first  time  since  his  accession  to  the  throne,  he  had  now  no  mili¬ 
tary  operations  in  hand  or  in  immediate  prospect.  No  enemy 
was  before  him,  until  it  pleased  him  to  go  in  quest  of  a  new  one ; 


1  Arrian,  vi.  30  ;  Curtius,  x.  1,  22-30. 

2  Mr.  Fynes  Clinton  (Fast.  Hellen.  b.  c.  325,  also  Append,  p.  232)  places 
the  arrival  of  Alexander  in  Susiana,  on  his  return  march,  in  the  month  of 
February  b.  c.  325  ;  a  year  too  early,  in  my  opinion.  I  have  before  remarked 
on  the  views  of  Mr.  Clinton  respecting  the  date  of  Alexander’s  victory  over 
Po.'us  on  the  Hydaspes,  where  he  alters  the  name  of  the  month  as  it  stands 
in  the  text  of  Arrian  (following  Schmieder’s  conjecture),  and  supposes  that 
battle  to  have  occurred  in  August  b.  c.  327  instead  of  April  b.  c.  326.  Mr- 
Clinton  antedates  by  one  year  all  the  proceedings  of  Alexander  subsequent  to 
his  quitting  Baktria  for  the  last  time  in  the  summer  of  B.  c.  327.  Dr.  Vin¬ 
cent’s  remark  —  “that  the  supposition  of  two  winters  occurring  after  Alex¬ 
ander’s  return  to  Susa  is  not  borne  out  by  the  historians  ’’  (see  Clinton,  p. 
232),  is  a  perfectly  just  one;  and  Mitford  has  not  replied  to  it  in  a  satisfac¬ 
tory  manner.  In  my  judgment,  there  was  only  an  interval  of  sixteen  months 
(not  an  interval  of  twenty-eight  months,  as  Mr.  Clinton  supposes)  between 
the  return  of  Alexander  to  Susa  and  his  death  at  Babylon  (Feb.  324  b.c.  to 
June  323  b  c.). 

3  Arrian,  vii.  5.  9  ;  Arrian,  Indica,  c.  42.  The  voluntary  death  of  Kalanus 

the  Indian  Gymnosophist  must  have  taken  place  at  Susa  (where  Diodorus 

places  it  —  xvii.  107),  and  n<  t  in  Persis;  for  Nearchus  was  seemingly  pres¬ 

ent  at  the  memorable  scene  of  the  funeral  pile  ( Arrian,  vii.  3,  9)  and  he 

was  not  with  Alexander  in  Persis. 
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—  nor  indeed  could  any  new  one  be  found,  except  at  a  prodi¬ 
gious  distance.  He  had  emerged  from  the  perils  of  the  untrod 
den  East,  and  had  returned  into  the  ordinary  localities  and  con 
ditions  of  Persian  rule,  occupying  that  capital  city  from  whence 
the  great  Achsemenid  kings  had  been  accustomed  to  govern  the 
Western  as  well  as  the  Eastern  portions  of  their  vast  empire. 
To  their  post,  and  to  their  irritable  love  of  servility,  Alexander 
had  succeeded ;  but  bringing  with  him  a  restless  energy  such  as 
none  of  them  except  the  first  founder  Cyrus  had  manifested  — 
and  a  splendid  military  genius,  such  as  was  unknown  alike  to 
Cyrus  and  to  his  successors. 

In  the  new  position  of  Alexander,  his  principal  subjects  of  un¬ 
easiness  were,  the  satraps  and  the  Macedonian  soldiers.  During 
the  long  interval  (more  than  five  years)  which  had  elapsed  since 
he  marched  eastward  from  Hyrkania  in  pursuit  of  Bessus,  the 
satraps  had  necessarily  been  left  much  to  themselves.  Some  had 
imagined  that  he  would  never  return  ;  an  anticipation  noway  un¬ 
reasonable,  since  his  own  impulse  towards  forward  march  was  so 
insatiate  that  he  was  only  constrained  to  return  by  the  resolute 
opposition  of  his  own  soldiers ;  moreover  his  dangerous  wound 
among  the  Malli,  and  his  calamitous  march  through  Gedrosia, 
had  given  rise  to  reports  of  his  death,  credited  for  some  time 
even  by  Olympias  and  Kleopatra  in  Macedonia.1  Under  these 
uncertainties,  some  satraps  stood  accused  of  having  pillaged  rich 
temples,  and  committed  acts  of  violence  towards  individuals. 
Apart  from  all  criminality,  real  or  alleged,  several  of  them,  also, 
had  taken  into  pay  bodies  of  mercenary  troops,  partly  as  a  neces¬ 
sary  means  of  authority  in  their  respective  districts,  partly  as  a 
protection  to  themselves  in  the  event  of  Alexander’s  decease. 
Respecting  the  conduct  of  the  satraps  and  their  officers,  many 
denunciations  and  complaints  were  sent  in  ;  to  which  Alexander 
listened  readily  and  even  eagerly,  punishing  the  accused  with  in¬ 
discriminate  rigor,  and  resenting  especially  the  suspicion  that 
they  had  calculated  upon  his  death.2  Among  those  executed, 


'  Plutarch,  Alexand.  68. 

2  Arrian,  vii.  4,  2-5;  Diodor.  xvii.  108,  Curtius,  x.  1,  7.  “  Coeperat  esse 
praeceps  ad  repraesentanda  supplied,  item  ad  deteriora  credenda  ”  (Curtiua 
x.  1,  39) 
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were  Abulites,  satrap  of  Susiana,  with  his  son  Oxafhres  ;  the  Iat 
ter  was  even  slain  by  the  hands  of  Alexander  himself,  with  a 
sarissa1  —  the  dispensation  of  punishment  becoming  in  his  hands 
an  outburst  of  exasperated  temper.  He  also  despatched  per¬ 
emptory  orders  to  all  the  satraps,  enjoining  them  to  dismiss 
their  mercenary  troops  without  delay.2  This  measure  produced 
considerable  effect  on  the  condition  of  Greece  —  about  which  I 
shall  speak  in  a  subsequent  chapter.  Harpalus,  satrap  of  Baby¬ 
lon  (about  whom  also  more,  presently),  having  squandered  large 
sums  out  of  the  revenues  of  the  post  upon  ostentatious  luxury, 
became  terrified  when  Alexander  was  approaching  Susiana,  and 
fled  to  Greece  with  a  large  treasure  and  a  small  body  of  soldiers.3 
Serious  alarm  was  felt  among  all  the  satraps  and  officers,  inno- 


1  Plutarch,  Alex.  68.  *  Diodor.  xvii.  106-111. 

3  Among  the  accusations  which  reached  Alexander  against  this  satrap, 
we  are  surprised  to  find  a  letter  addressed  to  him  (ev  rrj  irpbg  'A hetjavbpov 
tTTioToXrj)  by  the  Greek  historian  Theopompus  ;  who  set  forth  with  indig 
nation  the  extravagant  gifts  and  honors  heaped  by  Harpalus  upon  his  two 
successive  mistresses  —  Pythionike  and  Glykera ;  celebrated  Hetserae  from 
Athens.  These  proceedings  Theopompus  describes  as  insults  to  Alexander 
{Theopompus  ap.  Atheuae.  xiii.  p.  586-595  ;  Fragment.  277,  278  ed.  Didot). 

The  satyric  drama  called  ’A  yyv,  represented  before  Alexander  at  a  period 
subsequent  to  the  flight  of  Harpalus,  cannot  have  been  represented  (as 
Athenaeus  states  it  to  have  been)  on  the  banks  of  the  Hydaspes,  because  Har¬ 
palus  did  not  make  his  escape  until  he  was  frightened  by  the  approach  of 
Alexander  returning  from  India.  At  the  Hydaspes,  Alexander  was  still  on 
his  outward  progress  ;  very  far  off,  and  without  any  idea  of  returning.  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  words  of  Athenaeus ‘respecting  this  drama  —  edidaije 
biovvcluv  ovtuv  h rl  rov  'Y  6  a  a  r  o  v  tov  Tcorapov  (xiii.  p.  595)  — involve  a 
mistake  or  misreading;  and  that  it  ought  to  stand  tnl  rov  Xoacnrou  tov 
7 Torapov.  I  may  remark  that  the  words  Medus  Hgdaspes  in  Virgil,  Georg* 
iv.  211,  probably  involve  the  same  confusion.  The  Choaspes  was  the  river, 
near  Susa;  and  this  drama  was  performed  before  Alexander  at  Susa  during 
the  Dionysia  of  the  year  324  b.  c.,  after  Harpalus  had  fled.  The  Dionysia 
were  in  the  month  Elaphebolion ;  now  Alexander  did  not  fight  Torus  on 
the  Hydaspes  until  the  succeeding  month  Munychion  at  the  earliest  —  and 
probably  later.  And  even  if  we  suppose  (which  is  not  probable)  that  he 
reached  the  Hydaspes  in  Elaphebolion,  he  would  have  no  leisure  to  cele¬ 
brate  dramas  and  a  Dionvsiac  festival,  while  the  army  of  Porus  was  waiting 
for  him  on  the  opposite  bank  Moreover  it  is  no  way  probable  that,  on 
the  remote  Hydaspes,  he  had  any  actors  or  chorus,  or  means  of  celebrating 
drasaas  at  all. 
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cent  as  well  as  guilty.  That  the  most  guilty  were  not  those  who 
fared  worst,  we  may  see  by  the  case  of  Kleomenes  in  Egypt, 
who  remained  unmolested  in  his  government,  though  his  iniqui¬ 
ties  were  no  secret.1 

Among  the  Macedonian  soldiers,  discontent  had  been  perpetu¬ 
ally  growing,  from  the  numerous  proofs  which  they  witnessed 
that  Alexander  had  made  his  election  for  an  Asiatic  character, 
and  abnegated  his  own  country.  Besides  his  habitual  adoption 
of  the  Persian  costume  and  ceremonial,  he  now  celebrated  a  sort 
of  national  Asiasic  marriage  at  Susa.  He  had  already  married 
the  captive  Roxana,  in  Baktria ;  he  next  took  two  additional 
wives  —  Statira,  daughter  of  Darius  —  and  Parysatis,  daughter 
of  the  preceding  king  Ochus.  He  at  the  same  time  caused 
eighty  of  his  principal  friends  and  officers,  some  very  reluctantly, 
to  marry  (according  to  Persian  rites)  wives  selected  from  the 
noblest  Persian  families,  providing  dowries  for  all  of  them.2  He 
made  presents  besides,  to  all  those  Macedonians  who  gave  in 
their  names  as  having  married  Persian  women.  Splendid  fes¬ 
tivities3  accompanied  these  nuptials,  with  honorary  rewards  dis¬ 
tributed  to  favorites  and  meritorious  officers.  Macedonians  and 
Persians,  the  two  imperial  races,  one  in  Europe,  the  other  in 
Asia,  were  thus  intended  to  be  amalgamated.  To  soften  the 
aversion  of  the  soldiers  generally  towards  these  Asiatising  mar¬ 
riages,4  Alexander  issued  proclamation  that  he  would  himself 
discharge  their  debts,  inviting  all  who  owed  money  to  give  in 
their  names  with  an  intimation  of  the  sums  due.  It  was  known 
that  the  debtors  were  numerous ;  yet  few  came  to  enter  their 
names.  The  soldiers  suspected  the  proclamation  as  a  stratagem, 


'  Arrian,  vii.  18,  2;  vii.  23,  9-13. 

2  Arrian,  vii.  4,  6-9.  By  these  two  marriages,  Alexander  thus  engrafted 
himself  upon  the  two  lines  of  antecedent  Persian  Kings.  Ochus  was  of  the 
Achaemenid  family,  but  Darius  Codomannus,  father  of  Statira,  was  not  of 
that  family;  he  began  a  new  lineage.  About  the  overweening  regal  state 
of  Alexander,  outdoing  even  the  previous  Persian  kings,  see  Phylarchus  ap. 
Athenae.  xii.  p.  539. 

3  Chares  ap.  Athenae.  xii.  p.  538. 

4  Arrian,  vii.  6,  3.  nai  rovg  yu/jiovq  h  tcj  vopu  rcj  n epoiKtj  nour&evTat 
m)  7 roof  &v/uov  ytvkaftat  tou ;  noXXocg  avrCiv ,  ovde  tuv  yjj/uavTuv  iarh 
oi f,  etc. 
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intended  for  the  purpose  of  detecting  such  as  were  spendthrifts, 
and  obtaining  a  pretext  for  punishment :  a  remarkable  evidence 
how  little  confidence  or  affection  Alexander  now  inspired,  and 
how  completely  the  sentiment  entertained  towards  him  was  that 
of  fear  mingled  with  admiration.  He  himself  was  much  hurt  at 
their  mistrust,  and  openly  complained  of  it ;  at  the  same  time 
proclaiming  that  paymasters  and  tables  should  be  planted  openly 
in  the  camp,  and  that  any  soldier  might  come  and  ask  for  money 
enough  to  pay  his  debts,  without  being  bound  to  give  in  his  name. 
Assured  of  secrecy,  they  now  made  application  in  such  numbers 
that  the  total  distributed  was  prodigiously  great ;  reaching,  ac¬ 
cording  to  some,  to  10,000  talents  —  according  to  Arrian,  not  less 
than  20,000  talents  or  £4,600,000  sterling.1 

Large  as  this  donative  was,  it  probably  gave  but  partial  satis¬ 
faction,  since  the  most  steady  and  well-conducted  soldiers  could 
have  received  no  benefit,  except  in  so  far  as  they  might  choose 
to  come  forward  with  fictitious  debts.  A  new  mortification  more¬ 
over  was  in  store  for  the  soldiers  generally.  There  arrived  from 
the  various  satrapies  —  even  from  those  most  distant,  Sogdiana, 
Baktria,  Aria,  Drangiana,  Arachosia,  etc.  —  contingents  of  young 
and  fresh  native  troops,  amounting  in  total  to  30,000  men ;  all 
armed  and  drilled  in  the  Macedonian  manner.  From  the  time 
when  the  Macedonians  had  refused  to  cross  the  river  Hyphasis 
and  march  forward  into  India,  Alexander  saw,  that  for  his  large 
aggressive  schemes  it  was  necessary  to  disband  the  old  soldiers, 
and  to  organize  an  army  at  once  more  fresh  and  more  submis¬ 
sive.  He  accordingly  despatched  orders  to  the  satraps  to  raise 
and  discipline  new  Asiatic  levies,  of  vigorous  native  youths  ;  and 
the  fruit  of  these  orders  was  now  seen.2  Alexander  reviewed 
the  new  levies,  whom  he  called  the  Epigoni,  with  great  satisfac¬ 
tion.  He  moreover  incorporated  many  native  Persians,  both 
officers  and  soldiers,  into  the  Companion-cavalry,  the  most  honor¬ 
able  service  in  the  army ;  making  the  important  change  of  arm- 


1  Arrian,  vii.  5 ;  Plutarch,  Alexand  70  ;  Curtius,  x.  2,  9 ,  Diodor.  xvii. 
109. 

2  Diodor,  xvii  108  It  must  hare  taken  some  time  to  get  together  and 
discipline  these  young  troops;  Alexander  must  therefore  have  sent  the  cs 
ders  from  India. 
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ing  them  with  the  short  Macedonian  thrusting-pike  in  place  of 
the  missile  Persian  javelin.  They  were  found  such  apt  soldiers, 
and  the  genius  of  Alexander  for  military  organization  was  so 
consummate,  that  he  saw  himself  soon  released  from  his  depend 
ence  on  the  Macedonian  veterans ;  a  change  evident  enough  to 
them  as  well  as  to  him.1 

The  novelty  and  success  of  Nearchus  in  his  exploring  voyage 
had  excited  in  Alexander  an  eager  appetite  for  naval  operations. 
Going  on  board  his  fleet  in  the  Pasitigris  (the  Karun,  the  rivei 
on  the  east  side  of  Susa),  he  sailed  in  person  down  to  the  Per¬ 
sian  Gulf,  surveyed  the  coast  as  far  as  the  mouth  of  the  Tigris, 
and  then  sailed  up  the  latter  river  as  far  as  Opis.  Hephasstion 
meanwhile,  commanding  the  army,  marched  by  land  in  concert 
with  this  voyage,  and  came  back  to  Opis,  where  Alexander  dis¬ 
embarked.2 

Sufficient  experiment  had  now  been  made  with  the  Asiatic 
levies,  to  enable  Alexander  to  dispense  with  many  of  his  Mace¬ 
donian  veterans.  Calling  together  the  army,  he  intimated  hk 
intention  of  sending  home  those  who  were  unfit  for  service  eithei 
from  age  or  wounds,  but  of  allotting  to  them  presents  at  depart¬ 
ure  sufficient  to  place  them  in  an  enviable  condition,  and  attract 
fresh  Macedonian  substitutes.  On  hearing  this  intimation,  all 
the  long-standing  discontent  of  the  soldiers  at  once  broke  out. 
They  felt  themselves  set  aside  as  worn  out  and  useless,  —  and 
set  aside,  not  to  make  room  for  younger  men  of  their  own  coun¬ 
try,  but  in  favor  of  those  Asiatics  into  whose  arms  their  king  had 
now  passed.  They  demanded  with  a  loud  voice  that  he  should 
dismiss  them  all  —  advising  him  by  way  of  taunt  to  make  his  fu¬ 
ture  conquests  along  with  his  father  Ammon.  These  manifesta¬ 
tions  so  incensed  Alexander,  that  he  leaped  down  from  the  ele¬ 
vated  platform  on  which  he  had  stood  to  speak,  rushed  with  a 
few  of  his  guards  among  the  crowd  of  soldiers,  and  seized  or 
caused  to  be  seized  thirteen  of  those  apparently  most  forward, 
ordering  them  immediately  to  be  put  to  death.  The  multitude 
were  thoroughly  overawed  and  reduced  to  silence,  upon  which 
Alexander  remounted  the  platform  and  addressed  them  in  a 


*  Arrian,  vii.  6. 


4  Arrian,  vii  7. 
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speech  of  considerable  length.  He  boasted  of  the  great  exploits 
of  Philip,  and  of  his  own  still  greater :  he  affirmed  that  all  the 
benefit  of  his  conquests  had  gone  to  the  Macedonians,  and  that 
he  himself  had  derived  from  them  nothing  but  a  double  share  of 
the  common  labors,  hardships,  wounds,  and  perils.  Reproaching 
them  as  base  deserters  from  a  king  who  had  gained  for  them  all 
these  unparalleled  acquisitions,  he  concluded  bj  giving  discharge 
to  all  —  commanding  them  forthwith  to  depart.1 

After  this  speech  —  teeming  (as  we  read  it  in  Arrian)  with 
that  exorbitant  self-exaltation  which  formed  the  leading  feature 
in  his  character  —  Alexander  hurried  away  into  the  palace, 
where  he  remained  shut  up  for  two  days  without  admitting  any 
one  except  his  immediate  attendants.  His  guards  departed  along 
with  him,  leaving  the  discontented  soldiers  stupefied  and  motion¬ 
less.  Receiving  no  farther  orders,  nor  any  of  the  accustomed 
military  indications,2  they  were  left  in  the  helpless  condition  of 
soldiers  constrained  to  resolve  for  themselves,  and  at  the  same 
time  altogether  dependent  upon  Alexander  whom  they  had  of¬ 
fended.  On  the  third  day,  they  learnt  that  he  had  convened  the 
Persian  officers,  and  had  invested  them  with  the  chief  military 
commands,  distributing  the  newly  arrived  Epigoni  into  divisions 
of  infantry  and  cavalry,  all  with  Macedonian  military  titles,  and 
passing  over  the  Macedonians  themselves  as  if  they  did  not  ex¬ 
ist.  At  this  news,  the  soldiers  were  overwhelmed  with  shame 
and  remorse.  They  rushed  to  the  gates  of  the  palace,  threw 
down  their  arms,  and  supplicated  with  tears  and  groans  for  Alex- 


1  Arrian,  vii.  9,  10  ;  Plutarch,  Alex.  71  ;  Curtins,  x  2  ;  Justin,  xii.  11. 

8  See  the  description  given  by  Tacitus  (Hist.  ii.  29)  of  the  bringing  round 
of  the  Vitellian  army,  —  which  had  mutinied  against  the  general  Fabius 
Yalens  : —  “Turn  Alphenus  Varus,  praefectus  castrorum,  deflagrante  paula* 
tim  seditione,  addit  consilium  — -  vetitis  obire  vigilias  eenturionibus,  omisso 
tubs  sono,  quo  miles  ad  belli  munia  cietur.  Igitur  torpere  cuncti,  circum* 
spectare  inter  se  attoniti,  et  id  ipsum,  quod  nemo  rzgeret,  pavcntes ;  silentio, 
patientia,  postremo  precibus  et  lacrymis  veniam  quserebant.  Ut  vero  da- 
formis  et  flens,  et  prmter  spem  incolumis,  Yalens  processit,  gaudiuna, 
miseratio,  favor;  versi  in  laetitiam  (ut  est  vulgus  utroque  immodicum)  Ian- 
dantes  gratantesque,  circumdatum  aquilis  signisque,  in  tribunal  ferunt.” 

Compare  also  the  narrative  in  Xenophon  (Anab.  i.  3)  of  the  embarrass¬ 
ment  of  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks  at  Tarsus,  when  they  at  first  refused  to 
obey  Klearchus  and  march  against  the  Great  King. 
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ander’s  pardon.  Presently  he  came  out,  and  was  himself  moved 
to  tears  by  seeing  their  prostrate  deportment.  After  testifying 
bis  full  reconciliation,  he  caused  a  solemn  sacrifice  to  be  cele- 
biated,  coupled  with  a  multitudinous  banquet  of  mixed  Mace¬ 
donians  and  Persians.  The  Grecian  prophets,  the  Persian  magi 
and  all  the  guests  present,  united  in  prayer  and  libation  for  fu¬ 
sion,  harmony,  and  community  of  empire,  between  the  two  na¬ 
tions.1 

This  complete  victory  over  his  own  soldiers  was  probably  as 
gratifying  to  Alexander  as  any  one  gained  during  his  past  life 
carrying  as  it  did  a  consoling  retribution  for  the  memorable 
stoppage  on  the  banks  of  the  Hyphasis,  which  he  had  neither 
forgotten  nor  forgiven.  He  selected  10,000  of  the  oldest  and 
most  exhausted  among  the  soldiers  to  be  sent  home  under  Kra- 
terus,  giving  to  each  full  pay  until  the  time  of  arrival  in  Mace¬ 
donia,  with  a  donation  of  one  talent  besides.  He  intended  that 
Kraterus,  who  was  in  bad  health,  should  remain  in  Europe  as 
viceroy  of  Macedonia,  and  that  Antipater  should  come  out  to 
Asia  with  a  reinforcement  of  troops.2  Pursuant  to  this  resolu¬ 
tion,  the  10,000  soldiers  were  now  singled  out  for  return,  and 
separated  from  the  main  army.  Yet  it  does  not  appear  that  they 
actually  did  return,  during  the  ten  months  of  Alexander’s  re¬ 
maining  life. 

Of  the  important  edict  issued  this  summer  by  Alexander  to 
the  Grecian  cities,  and  read  at  the  Olympic  festival  in  J uly  — 
directing  each  city  to  recall  its  exiled,  citizens  —  I  shall  speak  in 
a  future  chapter.  He  had  now  accomplished  his  object  of  or¬ 
ganizing  a  land  force,  half  Macedonian,  half  Asiatic.  But  since 
the  expedition  of  Nearchus,  he  had  become  bent  upon  a  large 
extension  of  his  naval  force  also  ;  which  was  indeed  an  indispen¬ 
sable  condition  towards  his  immediate  projects  of  conquering 
Arabia,  and  of  pushing  both  nautical  exploration  and  aggrandize¬ 
ment  from  the  Persian  Gulf  round  the  Arabian  coast.  He  de- 


1  Arrian,  vii.  11. 

8  Arrian,  vii.  12,  1-7  ;  Justin,  xii  12.  Kraterus  was  especially  popular 
with  the  Macedonian  soldiers,  because  he  had  always  opposed,  as  much  as 
he  dared,  the  Oriental  transformation  of  Alexander  (Plutarch,  Eume- 
nes,  6). 
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epatched  orders  to  the  Phenician  ports,  directing  that  a  numerous 
fleet  should  be  built ;  and  that  the  ships  should  then  be  taken  to 
pieces,  and  conveyed  across  to  Thapsakus  on  the  Euphrates, 
from  whence  they  would  sail  down  to  Babylon.  At  that  place, 
he  directed  the  construction  of  other  ships  from  the  numerous 
cypress  trees  around  —  as  well  as  the  formation  of  an  enormous 
harbor  in  the  river  at  Babylon,  adequate  to  the  accommodation 
of  1000  ships  of  war.  Mikkalus,  a  Greek  of  Klazomenae,  was 
sent  to  Phenicia  with  500  talents,  to  enlist,  or  to  purchase,  sea¬ 
men  for  the  crews.  It  was  calculated  that  these  preparations 
(probably  under  the  superintendence  of  Nearchus)  would  be 
completed  by  the  spring,  for  which  period  contingents  were  sum¬ 
moned  to  Babylon  for  the  expedition  against  Arabia.1 

In  the  mean  time,  Alexander  himself  paid  a  visit  to  Ekbatana, 
the  ordinary  summer  residence  of  the  Persian  kings.  He  con¬ 
ducted  his  army  by  leisurely  marches,  reviewing  by  the  way  the 
ancient  regal  parks  of  the  celebrated  breed  called  Nisaean  horses 
now  greatly  reduced  in  number.2 3 *  On  the  march,  a  violent 
altercation  occurred  between  his  personal  favorite  Hephaestion, 
—  and  his  secretary  Eumenes,  the  most  able,  dexterous,  and  long¬ 
sighted  man  in  his  service.  Eumenes,  as  a  Greek  of  Kardia, 
had  been  always  regarded  with  slight  and  jealousy  by  the  Mace¬ 
donian  officers,  especially  by  Hephaestion  ;  Alexander  now  took 
pains  to  reconcile  the  two,  experiencing  no  difficulty  with 
Eumenes,  but  much  with  Hephaestion.8  During  his  stay  at 
Ekbatana,  he  celebrated  magnificent  sacrifices  and  festivities, 
with  gymnastic  and  musical  exhibitions,  which  were  farther  en¬ 
livened,  according  to  the  Macedonian  habits,  by  banquets  and 

1  Arrian,  vii.  19  He  also  sent  an  officer  named  Herakleides  to  the  shores 
of  the  Caspian  sea,  with  orders  to  construct  ships  and  make  a  survey  of 
that  sea  (vii.  16). 

2  Arrian,  vii.  13,  2;  Diodor.  xvii.  110.  How  leisurely  the  march  was 
may  be  seen  in  Diodorus. 

The  direction  of  Alexander’s  march  from  Susa  to  Ekbatana,  along  a  fre¬ 
quented  and  good  road  which  Diodorus  in  another  place  calls  a  royal  road 
(xix.  19),  is  traced  by  Ritter,  deriving  his  information  chiefly  from  the 
recent  researches  of  Major  Rawlinson.  The  larger  portion  of  the  way  lay 
along  the  western  side  of  the  chain  of  Mount  Zagros,  and  on  the  right  bank 
of  the  river  Kerkha  (Ritter,  Erdkunde,  part  ix.  b.  3.  p  329,  West  Asia). 

3  Arrian,  vii.  13,  1 ;  Plutarch,  Eumenes,  2. 
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excessive  wine-drinking.  Amidst  these  proceedings,  Hephaestion 
was  seized  with  a  fever.  The  vigor  of  his  constitution  em¬ 
boldened  him  to  neglect  all  care  or  regimen,  so  that  in  a  few 
days  the  disease  carried  him  off.  The  final  crisis  came  on  sud¬ 
denly,  and  Alexander  was  warned  of  it  while  sitting  in  the 
theatre ;  but  though  he  instantly  hurried  to  the  bedside,  he  found 
Hephaestion  already  dead.  His  sorrow  for  this  loss  was  un- 
oounded,  manifesting  itself  in  excesses  suitable  to  the  general 
violence  of  his  impulses,  whether  of  affection  or  of  antipathy. 
Like  Achilles  mourning  for  Patroklus,  he  cast  himself  on  the 
ground  near  the  dead  body,  and  remained  there  wailing  for 
several  hours  ;  he  refused  all  care,  and  even  food,  for  two  days ; 
he  cut  his  hair  close,  and  commanded  that  all  the  horses  and 
mules  in  the  camp  should  have  their  manes  cut  close  also ;  he 
not  only  suspended  the  festivities,  but  interdicted  all  music  and 
every  sign  of  joy  in  the  camp  ;  he  directed  that  the  battlements 
of  the  walls  belonging  to  the  neighboring  cities  should  be  struck 
off ;  he  hung,  or  crucified,  the  physician  Glaukias,  who  had  pre¬ 
scribed  for  Hephaestion ;  he  ordered  that  a  vast  funeral  pile 
should  be  erected  at  Babylon,  at  a  cost  given  to  us  as  10,000 
talents  (£2,300,000),  to  celebrate  the  obsequies ;  he  sent  mes¬ 
sengers  to  the  oracle  of  Ammon,  to  inquire  whether  it  was  per¬ 
mitted  to  worship  Hephaestion  as  a  god.  Many  of  those  around 
him,  accommodating  themselves  to  this  passionate  impulse  of  the 
ruler,  began  at  once  to  show  a  sort  of  worship  towards  the  de¬ 
ceased,  by  devoting  to  him  themselves  and  their  arms ;  of  which 
Eumenes  set  the  example,  conscious  of  his  own  personal  danger, 
if  Alexander  should  suspect  him  of  being  pleased  at  the  death 
of  his  recent  rival.  Perdikkas  was  instructed  to  convey  the 
body  in  solemn  procession  to  Babylon,  there  to  be  burnt  in  state 
when  preparations  should  be  completed.1 


1  Arrian,  vii.  14  ;  Plutarch,  Alexand.  72  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  110.  It  will  not 
do  to  follow  the  canon  of  evidence  tacitly  assumed  by  Arrian,  who  thinks 
himself  authorized  to  discredit  all  the  details  of  Alexander’s  conduct  on  this 
occasion,  which  transgress  the  limits  of  a  dignified,  though  vehement 

sorrow. 

When  Masistius  was  slain,  in  the  Persian  army  commanded  by  Mardo- 
iiius  in  Bceotia,  the  manes  of  the  horses  were  cut,  as  token  of  mourning 
compare  also  Plutarch,  Pelopidas,  33 ;  and  Eurip  id.  Alkestis,  442. 
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Alexander  stayed  at  Ekbatana  until  winter  was  at  hand,  seek¬ 
ing  distraction  from  his  grief  in  exaggerated  splendor  of  festivals 
and  ostentation  of  life.  His  temper  became  so  much  more  iras¬ 
cible  and  furious,  that  no  one  approached  him  without  fear,  and 
he  was  propitiated  by  the  most  extravagant  flatteries.1  At  length 
he  roused  himself  and  found  his  true  consolation,  in  gratifying 
the  primary  passions  of  his  nature  —  fighting  and  man-hunting.2 3 
Between  Media  and  Persis,  dwelt  the  tribes  called  Kossaei, 
amidst  a  region  of  lofty,  trackless,  inaccessible  mountains.  Brave 
and  predatory,  they  had  defied  the  attacks  of  the  Persian  kings. 
Alexander  now  conducted  against  them  a  powerful  force,  and  in 
spite  of  increased  difficulties  arising  from  the  wintry  season, 
pushed  them  from  point  to  point,  following  them  into  the  loftiest 
and  most  impenetrable  recesses  of  their  mountains.  These  ef¬ 
forts  were  continued  for  forty  days,  under  himself  and  Ptolemy, 
until  the  entire  male  population  was  slain ;  which  passed  for  an 
acceptable  offering  to  the  manes  of  Hephasstion.8 

Not  long  afterwards,  Alexander  commenced  his  progress  to 
Babylon  ;  but  in  slow  marches,  farther  retarded  by  various 
foreign  embassies  which  met  him  on  the  road.  So  widely  had 
the  terror  of  his  name  and  achievements  been  spread,  that  several 
of  these  envoys  came  from  the  most  distant  regions.  There  were 
some  from  the  various  tribes  of  Lybia  —  from  Carthage  —  from 
Sicily  and  Sardinia  —  from  the  Illyrians  and  Thracians  —  from 
the  Lucanians,  Bruttians,  and  Tuscans,  in  Italy  —  nay,  even 
(some  affirmed)  from  the  Romans,  as  yet  a  people  of  moderate 
power.4  But  there  were  other  names  yet  more  surprising  — 


1  See  the  curious  extracts  from  Ephippus  the  Chalkidian,  —  seemingly  a 
contemporary,  if  not  an  eye-witness  (ap.  Athenae.  xii.  p.  537,  538  )  —  evQtj' 
pia  <5e  aal  oiyr/  koteIxe  ndvrag  in to  diovg  rovg  napovrag'  dpopijrag  yap  fyv 
(Alexander)  kcll  <povuidg'  e66kei  yap  elvai  pe'k ayxo^ucbg,  etc. 

2 1  translate  here,  literally,  Plutarch's  expression  —  Tot;  6e  KEv&ovg  napr/ - 
yopia  T(p  7roXejuu)  xP<^)luev0C  >  bdcsn  ep  snl  dr/pav  Kai  nvvrjyEOiov  a  v  ■&  p  <*>- 
n  u  v  3e,  Kal  to  K  oooaiuv  s&vog  KareoTpixpaTO,  n  dv  t  ag  7]  (3  t/  6  bv 
an  o  o  <p  a  t  t  a  v.  Toiiro  be.  'H  (paiGTiovog  kvaytauog  kaa^elTo  (Plutarch,  Al- 
exand.  72:  compare  Polysenus.  iv.  3,  31). 

3  Arrian,  vii.  15;  Plutarch,  Alex.  72;  Diodor.  xvii.  111.  This  general 
slaughter,  however,  can  only  be  true  of  portions  of  the  Kossaian  name ;  for 
Kossaeans  occar  in  after  years  (Diodor.  xix.  19). 

4  Pliny,  H.  N.  iii.  9.  The  story  in  Strabo,  v.  p.  232,  can  hardly  apply  te 
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Ethiopians,  from  the  extreme  south,  beyond  Egypt —  Scythians 
from  the  north,  beyond  the  Danube  —  Iberians  and  Gauls,  from 
the  far  west,  beyond  the  Mediterranean  Sea.  Legates  also 
arrived  from  various  Grecian  cities,  partly  to  tender  congratula¬ 
tions  and  compliments  upon  his  matchless  successes,  partly  to 
remonstrate  against  his  sweeping  mandate  for  the  general  re¬ 
storation  of  the  Grecian  exiles.1  It  was  remarked  that  these 
Grecian  legates  approached  him  with  wreaths  on  their  heads, 
tendering  golden  wreaths  to  him,  —  as  if  they  were  coming  into 
the  presence  of  a  god.2  The  proofs  which  Alexander  received 
even  from  distant  tribes  with  names  and  costumes  unknown  t< 
him,  of  fear  for  his  enmity  and  anxiety  for  his  favor,  were  sucl 
as  had  never  been  shown  to  any  historical  person,  and  such  at 
entirely  to  explain  his  superhuman  arrogance. 

In  the  midst  of  this  exuberant  pride  and  good  fortune,  however, 
dark  omens  and  prophecies  crowded  upon  him  as  he  approached 
Babylon.  Of  these  the  most  remarkable  was,  the  warning  of  the 
Chaldean  priests,  who  apprised  him,  soon  after  he  crossed  the 
Tigris,  that  it  would  be  dangerous  for  him  to  enter  that  city,  and 
exhorted  him  to  remain  outside  of  the  gates.  At  first  he  was  in¬ 
clined  to  obey ;  but  his  scruples  were  overruled,  either  by  argu¬ 
ments  from  the  Greek  sophist  Anaxarchus,  or  by  the  shame  of 
shutting  himself  out  from  the  most  memorable  city  of  the  em- 


Alexander  the  Great.  Livy  (ix.  18)  conceives  that  the  Romans  knew 
nothing  of  Alexander  even  by  report,  but  this  appears  to  me  not  credible. 

On  the  whole,  though  the  point  is  doubtful,  I  incline  to  believe  the  asser¬ 
tion  of  a  Roman  embassy  to  Alexander.  Nevertheless,  there  were  various 
false  statements  which  afterwards  became  current  about  it  —  one  of  which 
may  be  seen  in  Memnon’s  history  of  the  Pontic  Herakleia  ap.  Photium, 
Cod.  224 ;  Orelli  Fragment.  Memnon,  p.  36.  Kleitarchus  (contemporary 
of  Alexander),  whom  Pliny  quotes,  can  have  had  no  motive  to  insert 
falsely  the  name  of  Romans,  which  in  his  time  was  nowise  important. 

>  Arrian,  vii.  15;  Justin,  xii.  13  ;  Diodor.  xvii.  113.  The  story  mentioned 
by  Justin  in  another  place  (xxi.  6)  is  probably  referable  to  this  season  of 
Alexander’s  career.  A  Carthaginian  named  Hamilkar  Rhodanus,  was  sent 
by  his  city  to  Alexander;  really  as  an  emissary  to  acquaint  himself  with 
the  king’s  real  designs,  which  occasioned  to  the  Carthaginians  serious 
alarm  —  but  undercolor  of  being  an  exile  tendering  his  services.  Justin 
says  that  Parmenio  introduced  Hamilkar  —  which  must,  I  think,  be  an 
error.  3  Arrian,  vii.  19,  1  ,  vii.  23,  3 
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pire,  where  his  great  naval  preparations  were  now  going  on. 
He  found  Nearchus  with  his  fleet,  who  had  come  up  from  the 
mouth  of  the  river,  —  and  also  the  ships  directed  to  be  built  in 
Phenicia,  which  had  come  down  the  river  from  Thapsakus,  to¬ 
gether  with  large  numbers  of  seafaring  men  to  serve  aboard.1 
The  ships  of  cypress-wood,  and  the  large  docks,  which  he  had 
ordered  to  be  constructed  at  Babylon,  were  likewise  in  full  pro¬ 
gress.  He  lost  no  time  in  concerting  with  Nearchus  the  details 
of  an  expedition  into  Arabia  and  the  Persian  Gulf,  by  his  land- 
force  and  naval  force  cooperating.  From  various  naval  officers, 
who  had  been  sent  to  survey  the  Persian  Gulf  and  now  made 
their  reports,  he  learned  that  though  there  were  no  serious  diffi¬ 
culties  within  it  or  along  its  southern  coast,  yet  to  double  the 
eastern  cape  which  terminated  that  coast  —  to  circumnavigate 
the  unknown  peninsula  of  Arabia,  —  and  thus  to  reach  the  Red 
Sea  —  was  an  enterprise  perilous  at  least,  if  not  impracticable.2 
But  to  achieve  that  which  other  men  thought  impracticable,  was 
the  leading  passion  of  Alexander.  He  resolved  to  circumnavi¬ 
gate  Arabia  as  well  as  to  conquer  the  Arabians,  from  whom  it 
was  sufficient  offence  that  they  had  sent  no  envoys  to  him.  He 
also  contemplated  the  foundation  of  a  great  maritime  city  in  the 
interior  of  the  Persian  Gulf,  to  rival  in  wealth  and  commerce 
the  cities  of  Phenicia.3 

■  Amidst  preparations  for  this  expedition  —  and  while  the  im¬ 
mense  funeral  pile  destined  for  Hephasstion  was  being  built  — 
Alexander  sailed  down  the  Euphrates  to  the  great  dyke  called 
Pallakopas,  about  ninety  miles  below  Babylon  ;  a  sluice  con¬ 
structed  by  the  ancient  Assyrian  kings,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
opened  when  the  river  was  too  full,  so  as  to  let  off  the  water  into 


'  Arrian,  vii.  19,  5-12 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  112. 

2  Arrian,  vii.  20,  15;  Arrian,  Indica,  43.  To  undertake  this  circumnavi¬ 
gation,  Alexander  had  despatched  a  ship-master  of  Soli  in  Cyprus,  named 
Hiero  ;  who  becoming  alarmed  at  the  distance  to  which  he  was  advancing, 
and  at  the  apparently  interminable  stretch  of  Arabia  towards  the  south,  re¬ 
turned  without  accomplishing  the  object. 

Even  in  the  time  of  Arrian,  in  the  second  century  after  the  Christian  era, 
Arabia  had  never  been  circumnavigated,  from  the  Persian  Gulf  to  the  Red 
Sea  —  at  least  so  far  as  his  knowledge  extended. 

3  Arrian,  vii.  19,  1 1 
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toe  interminable  marshes  stretching  out  near  the  western  bank. 
The  sluice  being  reported  not  to  work  well,  he  projected  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  new  one  somewhat  farther  down.  He  then  sailed 
through  the  Pallakopas  in  order  to  survey  the  marshes,  together 
with  the  tombs  of  the  ancient  Assyrian  kings  which  had  been 
erected  among  them.  Himself  steering  his  vessel,  with  the 
kausia  on  his  head,  and  the  regal  diadem  above  it,1  he  passed 
some  time  among  these  lakes  and  swamps,  which  were  so  exten¬ 
sive  that  his  fleet  lost  the  way  among  them.  He  stayed  long 
enough  also  to  direct,  and  even  commence,  the  foundation  of  a 
new  city,  in  what  seemed  to  him  a  convenient  spot.2 

On  returning  to  Babylon.  Alexander  found  large  reinforce¬ 
ments  arrived  there  —  partly  under  Philoxenus,  Menander,  and 
Menidas,  from  Lydia  and  Karia  —  partly  20,000  Persians,  under 
Peukestes  the  satrap.  He  caused  these  Persians  to  be  incor¬ 
porated  in  the  files  of  the  Macedonian  phalanx.  According  to 
the  standing  custom,  each  of  these  files  was  sixteen  deep,  and 
each  soldier  was  armed  with  the  long  pike  or  sarissa  wielded  by 
two  hands ;  the  lochage,  or  front-rank  man,  being  always  an  offi¬ 
cer  receiving  double  pay,  of  great  strength  and  attested  valor  — 
and  those  second  and  third  in  the  file,  as  well  as  the  rearmost 
man  of  all,  being  likewise  strong  and  good  men,  receiving  larger 
pay  than  the  rest.  Alexander,  in  his  new  arrangement,  retained 
the  three  first  ranks  and  the  rear  rank  unchanged,  as  well  as  the 
same  depth  of  file ;  but  he  substituted  twelve  Persians  in  place 
of  the  twelve  Macedonians  who  followed  after  the  third-rank 
man  ;  so  that  the  file  was  composed  first  of  the  lochage  and  two 
other  chosen  Macedonians,  each  armed  with  the  sarissa  —  then 
of  twelve  Persians  armed  in  their  own  manner  with  bow  or  jave¬ 
lin  —  lastly,  of  a  Macedonian  with  his  sarissa  bringing  up  the 
the  rear.* 5 * * 8  In  this  Macedonico-Persian  file,  the  front  would  have 


1  Arrian,  vii.  22,  2,  3 ;  Strabo,  xvi.  p  741 

5  Arrian,  vii.  21,  11  no?uv  e^u)no6o/j,r]ae  re  nal  k Testae. 

J  Arrian,  vii.  23,  5  Even  when  performing  the  purely  military  operation! 
of  passing  these  soldiers  in  review,  inspecting  their  exercise,  and  determin 

mg  their  array,  —  Alexander  sat  upon  the  regal  throne,  surrounded  by 

Asiatic  eunuchs  ,  his  principal  officers  sat  upon  couches  with  silver  feet, 
near  to  him  (Arrian,  vii.  24,  4)  This  is  among  the  evidences  of  his  altered 
manners. 
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only  three  projecting  pikes,  instead  of  five,  as  the  ordinary  Mace* 
donian  phalanx  presented ;  but  then,  in  compensation,  the  Per¬ 
sian  soldiers  would  be  able  to  hurl  their  javelins  at  an  advanc¬ 
ing  enemy,  over  the  heads  of  their  three  front-rank  men.  The 
supervening  death  of  Alexander  prevented  the  actual  execution 
of  this  reform,  interesting  as  being  his  last  project  for  amal¬ 
gamating  Persians  and  Macedonians  into  one  military  force. 

Besides  thus  modifying  the  phalanx,  Alexander  also  passed 
in  review  his  fleet,  which  was  now  fully  equipped.  The  order 
was  actually  given  for  departing,  so  soon  as  the  obsequies  of 
Hephaestion  should  be  celebrated.  This  was  the  last  act  which 
remained  for  him  to  fulfil.  The  splendid  funeral  pile  stood 
ready  —  two  hundred  feet  high,  occupying  a  square  area,  of 
which  the  side  was  nearly  one  furlong,  loaded  with  costly  decora¬ 
tions  from  the  zeal,  real  and  simulated,  of  the  Macedonian 
officers.  The  invention  of  artists  was  exhausted,  in  long  dis¬ 
cussions  with  the  king  himself,  to  produce  at  all  cost  an  exhibition 
of  magnificence  singular  and  stupendous.  The  outlay  (probably 
with  addition  of  the  festivals  immediately  following)  is  stated 
at  12,000  talents,  or  £2,760,000  sterling.1  Alexander  awaited 
the  order  from  the  oracle  of  Ammon,  having  sent  thither  mes¬ 
sengers  to  inquire  what  measure  of  reverential  honor  he  might 
properly  and  piously  show  to  his  departed  friend.2 3  The  answer 
was  now  brought  back,  intimating  that  Hephaestion  was  to  be 
worshipped  as  a  Hero  —  the  secondary  form  of  worship,  not  on 
a  level  with  that  paid  to  the  gods.  Delighted  with  this  divine 
testimony  to  Hephsestion,  Alexander  caused  the  pile  to  be  light¬ 
ed,  and  the  obsequies  celebrated,  in  a  manner  suitable  to  the  in¬ 
junctions  of  the  oracle.8  He  farther  directed  that  magnificent 
chapels  or  sacred  edifices  should  be  erected  for  the  worship 
and  honor  of  Hephaestion,  at  Alexandria  in  Egypt,  —  at  Pella 
in  Macedonia,  —  and  probably  in  other  cities  also.4 * * 


1  Diodorus,  xvii.  115;  Plutarch,  Alex.  72. 

2  Arrian,  vii.  23,  8. 

3  Diodor.  xvii.  114,  115  :  compare  Arrian,  vii.  14,  16;  Plutarch,  A1 
exand.  75. 

4  Arrian,  vii.  23,  10-13;  Diod.  xviii.  4.  Diodorus  speaks  indeed,  in  this 

passage,  of  the  nvpa  or  funeral  pile  in  honor  of  Hephaestion,  as  if  it  wer« 

among  the  vast  expenses  included  among  the  memoranda  left  b_v  Alex 
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Respecting  the  honors  intended  for  Hephaestion  at  Alexandria, 
he  addressed  to  Kleomenes,  the  satrap  of  Egypt,  a  despatch 
which  becomes  in  part  known  to  us.  I  have  already  stated  that 
Kleomenes  was  among  the  worst  of  the  satraps  ;  having  com¬ 
mitted  multiplied  public  crimes,  of  which  Alexander  was  not  un¬ 
informed.  The  regal  despatch  enjoined  him  to  erect  in  com¬ 
memoration  of  Hephaestion  a  chapel  on  the  terra  firma  of  Alex¬ 
andria,  with  a  splendid  turret  on  the  islet  of  Pharos  ;  and  to 
provide  besides  that  all  mercantile  written  contracts,  as  a  con¬ 
dition  of  validity,  should  be  inscribed  with  the  name  of  Hephaes¬ 
tion.  Alexander  concluded  thus :  “  If  on  coming  I  find  the 
Egyptian  temples  and  the  chapels  of  Hephaestion  completed  in 
the  best  manner,  I  will  forgive  you  for  all  your  past  crimes ;  and 
in  future,  whatever  magnitude  of  crime  you  may  commit,  you  shall 
suffer  no  bad  treatment  from  me.”* 1  This  despatch  strikingly 
illustrates  how  much  the  wrong  doings  of  satraps  were  secondary 
considerations  in  his  view,  compared  with  splendid  manifesta¬ 
tions  towards  the  gods  and  personal  attachments  towards  friends. 

The  intense  sorrow  felt  by  Alexander  for  the  death  of  He¬ 
phaestion  —  not  merely  an  attached  friend,  but  of  the  same  age 


Bnder  (after  his  decease)  of  prospective  schemes.  But  the  funeral  pile  had 
already  been  erected  at  Babylon,  as  Diodorus  himself  had  informed  us. 

What.  Alexander  left  unexecuted  at  his  decease,  but  intended  to  execute 
if  he  had  lived,  was  the  splendid  edifices  and  chapels  in  Hephaestion’s  honor 
—  as  we  see  by  Arrian,  vii  23,  10.  And  Diodorus  must  be  supposed  to  al¬ 
lude  to  these  intended  sacred  buildings,  though  he  has  inadvertently  spoken 
of  the  funeral  pile.  Kraterus,  who  was  under  orders  to  return  to  Macedo¬ 
nia,  was  to  have  built  one  at  Pella. 

The  Olytithian  Ephippus  had  composed  a  book  Kepi  rfn ;  'thpaiariovoq 
Kal  ’ AAetjavdpov  ratyriq,  of  which  there  appear  four  or  five  citations  in  Atne- 
naeus.  He  dwelt  especially  on  the  luxurious  habits  of  Alexander,  and  on 
his  unmeasured  potations  —  common  to  him  with  other  Macedonians. 

1  Arrian,  vii.  23,  9-14.  Kat  KA eopevei  avdpl  naKcp,  Kal  k oAAd  aduirjfiara 

ddiKT/oavTi  ev  kiyvKTip,  eKiareXkei  kiziaroX^v .  "Hr  yap  Karahufiio  eyti 

(IXeye  ra  ypappara)  ra  lepa  to,  kv  kiyvKTip  Ka’ACjq  KareoKevaopeva  Kal  toL 
ifpipa  ra  'HtyatCTiuvoq,  eire  n  k porepov  T/pdpTT)Kaq ,  dcpr/aw  ae  tovtuv,  Kal 
toXoikhv,  6k7}?ukov,  av  apdpryq,  ovdev  Keiorj  ££  £pov  axapi. —  Ir  the  oration 
of  Demosthenes  against  Dionysodoras  (p.  1285),  Kleomenes  appears  as 
enriching  himself  by  the  monopoly  of  corn  exported  from  Egypt:  compare 
Pseudo-  Aristot.  CEconom.  c.  33.  Kleomenes  was  afterwards  put  to  death 
by  the  first  Ptolemy,  who  became  king  of  Egypt  (Pausamas,  l.  6, 3). 
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and  exuberant  vigor  as  himself — laid  his  mind  open  to  gloomy  for©, 
bodings  from  numerous  omens,  as  well  as  to  jealous  mistrust  even 
of  his  oldest  officers.  Antipater  especially,  no  longer  protected 
against  the  calumnies  of  Olympias  by  the  support  of  Hepbsestion,* 
fell  more  and  more  into  discredit ;  whilst  his  son  Kassander,  who 
had  recently  come  into  Asia  with  a  Macedonian  reinforcement, 
underwent  from  Alexander  during  irascible  moments  much  in¬ 
sulting  violence.  In  spite  of  the  dissuasive  warning  of  the  Chal¬ 
dean  priests,1 2 * * * * *  Alexander  had  been  persuaded  to  distrust  their 
sincerity,  and  had  entered  Babylon,  though  not  without  hesitation 
and  uneasiness.  However,  when,  after  having  entered  the  town, 
he  went  out  of  it  again  safely  on  his  expedition  for  the  survey 
of  the  lower  Euphrates,  he  conceived  himself  to  have  exposed 
them  as  deceitful  alarmists,  and  returned  to  the  city  with  in¬ 
creased  confidence,  for  the  obsequies  of  his  deceased  friend.8 

The  sacrifices  connected  with  these  obsequies  were  on  the 
most  prodigious  scale.  Victims  enough  were  offered  to  furnish  a 
feast  for  the  army,  who  also  received  ample  distributions  of  wine. 
Alexander  himself  presided  at  the  feast,  and  abandoned  himself 
to  conviviality  like  the  rest.  Already  full  of  wine,  he  was  per¬ 
suaded  by  his  friend  Medius  to  sup  with  him,  and  to  pass  the 
whole  night  in  yet  farther  drinking,  with  the  boisterous  indul- 


1  Plutarch,  Alex.  74,  Diodor  xvii.  114. 

2  Arrian,  vii.  16,  9;  vii.  17,  6.  Plutarch,  Alex.  73  Diodor  xvii.  112. 

J  Arrian,  vii.  22,  1.  Aurdc  di  (if  Aey£ac  dr/  ruv  XaXdaiuv  uav- 

Tfiav ,  bn  ovdtv  7rc7rovi9wc  elr/  tv  Ba/jv^uvi  a\api  (dAA’  yap  kXucsa f 

££(*)  BarfvAuvos  trplv  tl  it a&etv)  dveirXei  aidi?  Kara,  ru  eTir/  S  ajifauv ,  etc. 

The  uneasiness  here  caused  by  these  prophecies  and  omens,  in  the  mind 
of  the  most  fearless  man  of  his  age,  is  worthy  of  notice  as  a  psychological 
fact,  and  is  perfectly  attested  by  the  authority  of  Aristobulus  and  Nearchus. 

It  appears  that  Anaxarchus  and  other  Grecian  philosophers  encouraged 
him  by  their  reasonings  to  despise  all  prophecy,  but  especially  that  of  the 
Chaldaean  priests,  who  (they  alleged)  wished  to  keep  Alexander  out  of 
Babylon  is  order  that  they  might  continue  to  possess  the  large  revenues  of 
the  temple  of  Belus,  which  they  had  wrongfully  appi opriated  ,  Alexander 
being  disposed  to  rebuild  that  ruined  temple,  and  to  re-establish  the  sus¬ 
pended  sacrifices  to  which  its  revenues  had  been  originally  devoted  (Ar¬ 
rian,  vii.  17  ,  Diodor  xvii.  112)  Not  many  days  afterwards,  Alexander 
greatly  repented  of  having  given  way  to  these  dangerous  reasoners,  who 
by  their  sophistical  cavils  set  aside  the  power  and  the  warnings  of  destiny 

'Diodor  xvii,  116). 
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gence  called  by  the  Greeks  Komus  or  Revelry.  Having  slept  off 
his  intoxication  during  the  next  day,  he  in  the  evening  again 
supped  with  Medius,  and  spent  a  second  night  in  the  like  un¬ 
measured  indulgence.1  It  appears  that  he  already  had  the  seeds 
of  fever  upon  him,  which  was  so  fatally  aggravated  by  this  intem¬ 
perance  that  he  was  too  ill  to  return  to  his  palace.  He  took  the 
bath,  and  slept  in  the  house  of  Medius ;  on  the  next  morning,  he 
was  unable  to  rise.  After  having  been  carried  out  on  a  couch  to 
celebrate  sacrifice  (which  was  his  daily  l  abit),  he  was  obliged  to 
lie  in  bed  all  day.  Nevertheless  he  summoned  the  generals  to 
his  presence,  prescribing  all  the  details  of  the  impending  expedi¬ 
tion,  and  ordering  that  the  land-force  should  begin  its  march  on 
the  fourth  day  following,  while  the  fleet,  with  himself  aboard, 
would  sail  on  the  fifth  day.  In  the  evening,  he  was  carried  on  a 
couch  across  the  Euphrates  into  a  garden  on  the  other  side, 
where  he  bathed  and  rested  for  the  night.  The  fever  still  con¬ 
tinued,  so  that  in  the  morning,  after  bathing  and  being  carried  out 
to  perform  the  sacrifices,  he  remained  on  his  couch  all  day,  talk¬ 
ing  and  playing  at  dice  with  Medius ;  in  the  evening,  he  bathed, 
sacrificed  again,  and  ate  a  light  supper,  but  endured  a  bad  night 
with  increased  fever.  The  next  two  days  passed  in  the  same 
manner,  the  fever  becoming  worse  and  worse  ;  nevertheless  Al¬ 
exander  still  summoned  Nearchus  to  his  bedside,  discussed  with 
him  many  points  about  his  maritime  projects,  and  repeated  his 
order  that  the  fleet  should  be  ready  by  the  third  day.  On  the  en¬ 
suing  morning  the  fever  was  violent ;  Alexander  reposed  all  day 
in  a  bathing-house  in  the  garden,  yet  still  calling  in  the  generals 
to  direct  the  filling  up  of  vacancies  among  the  officers,  and  order¬ 
ing  that  the  armament  should  be  ready  to  move.  Throughout  the 


*  Arrian,  vii.  24,  25.  Diodorus  states  (xvii.  117)  that  Alexander,  on  this 
convivial  night,  swallowed  the  contents  of  a  large  goblet  called  the  cup  of 
Herakles,  and  felt  very  ill  after  it ;  a  statement  repeated  by  various  other 
writers  of  antiquity,  and  which  I  see  no  reason  for  discrediting,  though 
some  modern  critics  treat  it  with  contempt.  The  royal  Ephemerides,  or 
Court  Journal,  attested  only  the  general  fact  of  his  long  potations  and  the 
long  sleep  which  followed  them :  see  Athenams,  x.  p.  434. 

To  drink  to  intoxication  at  a  funeral,  was  required  as  a  token  of  respect¬ 
ful  sympathy  towards  the  deceased — see  the  last  words  of  the  Indian 
Kalanus  before  he  ascended  the  funeral  pile  —  Plutarch,  Alexander,  69. 
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two  next  days,  his  malady  became  hourly  more  aggravated.  On 
the  last  day  of  the  two,  Alexander  could  with  difficulty  support 
the  being  lifted  out  of  bed  to  perform  the  sacrifice ;  even  then, 
however,  he  continued  to  give  orders  to  the  generals  about  the 
expedition.  On  the  morrow,  though  desperately  ill,  he  still  made 
the  effort  requisite  for  performing  the  sacrifice  ;  he  was  then  car¬ 
ried  across  from  the  garden-house  to  the  palace,  -giving  orders 
that  the  generals  and  officers  should  remain  in  permanent  attend¬ 
ance  in  and  near  the  hall.  He  caused  some  of  them  to  be  called 
to  his  bedside ;  but  though  he  knew  them  perfectly,  he  had  by 
this  time  become  incapable  of  utterance.  One  of  his  last  word3 
spoken  is  said  to  have  been,  on  being  asked  to  whom  he  be¬ 
queathed  his  kingdom,  “  To  the  strongest ;  ”  one  of  his  last  acts 
was,  to  take  the  signet  ring  from  his  finger,  and  hand  it  to  Per- 
dikkas.1 

For  two  nights  and  a  day  he  continued  in  this  state,  without 
either  amendment  or  repose.  Meanwhile,  the  news  of  his  mal¬ 
ady  had  spread  through  the  army,  filling  them  with  grief  and 
consternation.  Many  of  the  soldiers,  eager  to  see  him  once  more, 
forced  their  way  into  the  palace,  and  were  admitted  unarmed. 
They  passed  along  by  the  bedside,  with  all  the  demonstrations 
of  affliction  and  sympathy :  Alexander  knew  them,  and  made 
show  of  friendly  recognition  as  well  as  he  could ;  but  was  unable 
to  say  a  word.  Several  of  the  generals  slept  in  the  temple  of  Se- 
rapis,  hoping  to  be  informed  by  the  god  in  a  dream  whether  they 
ought  to  bring  Alexander  into  it,  as  a  suppliant  to  experience  the 
divine  healing  power.  The  god  informed  them  in  their  dream, 
that  Alexander  ought  not  to  be  brought  into  the  temple — that  it 
would  be  better  for  him  to  be  left  where  he  was.  In  the  after¬ 
noon  he  expired  —  June  323  b.  c.  —  after  a  life  of  thirty-two 
years  and  eight  months  —  and  a  reign  of  twelve  years  and  eight 
months.2 


1  These  last  two  facts  are  mentioned  by  Arrian  (vii.  26,  5)  and  Diodorus 
(xvii.  117),  and  Justin  (xii.  15):  but  they  found  no  place  in  the  Court 
Journal.  Curtius  (x.  v.  4)  gives  them  with  some  enlargement. 

*  The  details,  respecting  the  last  illness  of  Alexander,  are  peculiarly  au¬ 
thentic,  being  extracted  both  by  Arrian  and  by  Plutarch,  from  the  Ephe- 
merides  Regiae,  or  short  Court  Journal }  which  was  habitually *  *ept  by  hi* 
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The  death  of  Alexander,  thus  suddenly  cut  off  by  a  fe¬ 
ver  in  the  plenitude  of  health,  vigor,  and  aspirations,  was  an 
event  impressive  as  well  as  important,  in  the  highest  possible  de¬ 
gree,  to  his  contemporaries  far  and  near.  When  the  first  report 
of  it  was  brought  to  Athens,  the  orator  Demades  exclaimed  :  — 
“  It  cannot  be  true  :  if  Alexander  were  dead,  the  whole  habitable 
world  would  have  smelt  of  his  carcass.”  1  This  coarse  but  em- 


secretary  Eumenes,  and  another  Greek  named  Diodotus  (Athenae.  x.  p. 
434) :  see  Arrian,  vii.  25,  26;  Plutarch,  Alex.  76. 

It  is  surprising  that  throughout  all  the  course  of  this  malady,  no  mention 
is  made  of  tny  physician  as  having  been  consulted.  No  advice  was  asked ; 
if  we  except  the  application  to  the  temple  of  Serapis,  during  the  last  day 
of  Alexander’s  life.  A  few  months  before,  Alexander  had  hanged  or  cruci¬ 
fied  the  physician  who  attended  Hephsestion  in  his  last  illness.  Hence  it 
seems  probable  that  he  either  despised  or  mistrusted  medical  advice,  and 
would  not  permit  any  to  be  invoked.  His  views  must  have  been  much  altered 
since  his  dangerous  fever  at  Tarsus,  and  the  successful  treatment  of  it  by 
the  Akarnanian  physician  Philippus. 

Though  the  fever  (see  some  remarks  from  Littre  attached  to  Didot’s 
Fragm.  Script.  Alex.  Magn.  p.  124)  which  caused  Alexander’s  death  is 
here  a  plain  fact  satisfactorily  made  out,  yet  a  different  story  was  circulated 
6ome  time  afterwards,  and  gained  partial  credit  (Plutarch  De  Invidid,  p. 
538),  that  he  had  been  poisoned.  The  poison  was  said  to  have  been  pro¬ 
vided  by  Aristotle, —  sent  over  to  Asia  by  Antipater  through  his  son  Kas- 
sander,  —  and  administered  by  Iollas  (another  son  of  Antipater),  Alexander’s 
cupbearer  (Arrian,  vii.  27,  2;  Curtius,  x.  10,  17 ;  Diodor.  xvii.  118;  Justin, 
xii.  13).  It  is  quite  natural  that  fever  and  intemperance  (which  latter 
moreover  was  frequent  with  Alexander)  should  not  be  regarded  as  causes 
sufficiently  marked  and  impressive  to  explain  a  decease  at  once  so  unex¬ 
pected  and  so  momentous.  There  seems  ground  for  supposing,  however 
that  the  report  was  intentionally  fomented,  if  not  originally  broached,  by 
the  party- enemies  of  Antipater  and  Kassander  —  especially  by  the  rancor¬ 
ous  Olympias.  The  violent  enmity  afterwards  displayed  by  Kassander 
against  Olympias,  and  all  the  family  of  Alexander  helped  to  encourage  the 
report.  In  the  life  of  Hyperides  in  Plutai*ch,  (Vit.  X.  Oratt.  p.  849)  it  is 
stated,  that  he  proposed  at  Athens  public  honors  to  Iollas  for  having  given 
the  poison  to  Alexander.  If  there  is  any  truth  in  this,  it  might  be  a  strata¬ 
gem  for  casting  discredit  on  Antipater  (father  of  Iollas),  against  whom  the 
Athenians  entered  into  the  Lamian  war,  immediately  after  the  death  of 
Alexander. 

1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  22 ;  Demetrius  Phaler.  De  Elocution,  s.  300.  Ou 
r&&vriK.ev  ’A heZavtipoc,  el  avdpet;  'Ad-rjvaloi  —  yor  av  oiKovpevr}  ro# 
vexpov. 
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pbatic  comparison  illustrates  the  immediate,  powerful,  and  wide- 
reaching  impression  produced  by  the  sudden  extinction  of  the 
great  conqueror.  It  was  felt  by  each  of  the  many  remote  envoys 
who  had  so  recently  come  to  propitiate  this  far-shooting  Apollo  — 
by  every  man  among  the  nations  who  had  sent  these  envoys  — 
throughout  Europe,  Asia,  and  Africa,  as  then  known,  —  to  affect 
either  his  actual  condition  or  his  probable  future.1  The  first 
growth  and  development  of  Macedonia,  during  the  twenty-two 
years  preceding  the  battle  of  Choeroneia,  from  an  embarrassed 
secondary  State  into  the  first  of  all  known  powers,  had  excited 
the  astonishment  of  contemporaries,  and  admiration  for  Philip's 
organizing  genius.  But  the  achievements  of  Alexander,  during 
his  twelve  years  of  reign,  throwing  Philip  into  the  shade,  had  been 
on  a  scale  so  much  grander  and  vaster,  and  so  completely  with¬ 
out  serious  reverse  or  even  interruption,  as  to  transcend  the 
measure,  not  only  of  human  expectation,  but  almost  of  human 
belief.  The  Great  King  (as  the  king  of  Persia  was  called  by  ex¬ 
cellence)  was,  and  had  long  been,  the  type  of  worldly  power  and 
felicity,  even  down  to  the  time  when  Alexander  crossed  the  Hel¬ 
lespont.  Within  four  years  and  three  months  from  this  event, 
by  one  stupendous  defeat  after  another,  Darius  had  lost  all  his 
Western  Empire,  and  had  become  a  fugitive  eastward  of  the  Cas¬ 
pian  Gates,  escaping  captivity  at  the  hands  of  Alexander  only  to 
perish  by  those  of  the  satrap  Bessus.  All  antecedent  historical 
parallels  —  the  ruin  and  captivity  of  the  Lydian  Croesus,  the  ex¬ 
pulsion  and  mean  life  of  the  Syracusan  Dionysius,  both  of  them 
impressive  examples  of  the  mutability  of  human  condition, — 
sank  into  trifles  compared  with  the  overthrow  of  this  towering 
Persian  colossus.  The  orator  Aeschines  expressed  the  genuine 
sentiment  of  a  Grecian  spectator,  when  he  exclaimed  (in  a  speech 
delivered  at  Athens  shortly  before  the  death  of  Darius)  :  — 
“  What  is  there  among  the  list  of  strange  and  unexpected  events, 
that  has  not  occurred  in  our  time  ?  Our  lives  have  transcended 
the  limits  of  humanity  ;  we  are  born  to  serve  as  a  theme  for  in¬ 
credible  tales  to  posterity.  Is  not  the  Persian  king  —  who  dug 


1  Dionysius,  despot  of  the  Pontic  Herakleia,  fainted  away  with  joy  when 
he  heard  of  Alexander’s  death,  and  erected  a  statue  of  Ev-&vfj.ia  or  Comfort 
(Memn.  Ileracl.  Fragm.  ap.  Photiura,  Cod.  224.  c.  4). 
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through  Athos  and  bridged  the  Hellespont,  —  who  demanded 
earth  and  water  from  the  Greeks,  —  who  dared  to  proclaim  him 
self,  in  public  epistles,  master  of  all  mankind  from  the  rising  to 
the  setting  sun  —  is  not  he  now  struggling  to  the  last,  not  for  do¬ 
minion  over  others,  but  for  the  safety  of  his  own  person  ?  ” 1 
Such  were  the  sentiments  excited  by  Alexander’s  career  even 
in  the  middle  of  330  b.  c.,  more  than  seven  years  before  his 
death.  During  the  following  seven  years,  his  additional  achieve¬ 
ments  had  carried  astonishment  yet  farther.  He  had  mastered* 
in  defiance  of  fatigue,  hardship,  and  combat,  not  merely  all  the 
eastern  half  of  the  Persian  empire,  but  unknown  Indian  regions 
beyond  its  easternmost  limits.  Besides  Macedonia,  Greece,  and 
Thrace,  he  possessed  all  that  immense  treasure  and  military  force 
which  had  once  rendered  the  Great  King  so  formidable.  By  no 
contemporary  man  had  any  such  power  ever  been  known  or  con- 
ceived.  With  the  turn  of  imagination  then  prevalent,  many 
were  doubtless  disposed  to  take  him  for  a  god  on  earth,  as  Gre¬ 
cian  spectators  had  once  supposed  with  regard  to  Xerxes,  when 
they  beheld  the  innumerable  Persian  host  crossing  the  Helps 
pont.2 * 

Exalted  to  this  prodigious  grandeur,  Alexander  was  at  tne 
time  of  his  death  little  more  than  thirty-two  years  old  —  the  age 
at  which  a  citizen  of  Athens  was  growing  into  important  com 
mands  ;  ten  years  less  than  the  age  for  a  consul  at  Rome  ; 8  two 
years  younger  than  the  age  at  which  Timour  first  acquired  the 
crown,  and  began  his  foreign  conquests.4 *  His  extraordinary 

1  iEschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  524.  c.  43.  Toiyuproi  rt  tcjv  dveXiriarcdv  not 
u.7cpuodoKr)TG)v  l<p  rjpCjv  ov  yiyovev !  ov  yap  ft'iov  y’  ppelg  dv&puTrivov  (Se(3ta^ 
k apev,  aA/l’  eig  TrapadotjoXoyiav  Toig  tooptvoig  pet}'  fjpag  ecpvpev.  Ovx  6  pev 
Ttbv  II epotov  (3aot?lEvg,  6  tov  'Adwv  Stopv^ag  nal  tov  'EXTiTjcnovTov  (ei£ag,  6 
yrjv  nal  iidup  roi)g  ’E'KT^rjvag  airuv,  6  roAptiv  tv  ralg  tntoToTiaig  ypa<petv  on 
5f(T7 TOTIjg  tCTLV  aTTCLVTOV  dv&pU)TTO)V  d(j>’  Tj'klOV  UVLOVTOg  pEXP1  ^VOpEVOV,  VVV 
oi)  7r epl  tov  nvpiog  tripov  elvai  SiaycjvifeTai,  aAX’  tjdrj  i repl  rf/g  tov  atoparo^ 
CJTTjpiag ; 

Compare  the  striking  fragment,  of  a  like  tenor,  out  of  the  lost  work  of 
the  Phalerean  Demetrius  —  Repl  Tr/g  tvxvc  —  Fragment.  Histor.  Graecor. 
vol.  fi.  p.  368.  2  Herodot-  vii.  56. 

1  Cicero,  Philippic,  v.  17,  48. 

4  See  Histoire  de  Timour-Bec,  par  Cherefeddin  Ali  translated  by  Petfe 

ie  la  Croix,  vol  i  p.  203. 
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bodily  powers  were  unabated  ;  be  bad  acquired  a  large  stock  of 
military  experience ;  and  wbat  was  still  more  important,  his  ap¬ 
petite  for  farther  conquest  was  as  voracious,  and  his  readiness  to 
purchase  it  at  the  largest  cost  of  toil  or  danger,  as  complete,  as  it 
had  been  when  he  first  crossed  the  Hellespont.  Great  as  his 
past  career  had  been,  his  future  achievements,  with  such  increased 
means  and  experience,  were  likely  to  be  yet  greater.  His  ambi¬ 
tion  would  have  been  satisfied  with  nothing  less  than  the  con¬ 
quest  of  the  whole  habitable  world  as  then  known ; 1  and  if  his 
life  had  been  prolonged,  he  would  probably  have  accomplished  it. 
Nowhere  (so  far  as  our  knowdedge  reaches)  did  there  reside  any 
military  power  capable  of  making  head  against  him ;  nor  were 
his  soldiers,  when  he  commanded  them,  daunted  or  baffled  by  any 
extremity  of  cold,  heat,  or  fatigue.  The  patriotic  feeling?  of 
Livy  dispose  him  to  maintain2  that  Alexander,  had  he  invaded 
Italy  and  assailed  Romans  or  Samnites,  would  have  failed  and 
perished  like  his  relative  Alexander  of  Epirus.  But  this  conclu¬ 
sion  cannot  be  accepted.  If  we  grant  the  courage  and  discipline 
of  the  Roman  infantry  to  have  been  equal  to  the  best  infantry  of 
Alexander’s  army,  the  same  cannot  be  said  of  the  Roman  cav¬ 
alry  as  compared  with  the  Macedonian  Companions.  Still  less 
is  it  likely  that  a  Roman  consul,  annually  changed,  would  have 
been  found  a  match  for  Alexander  in  military  genius  and  combi¬ 
nations  ;  nor,  even  if  personally  equal,  would  he  have  possessed 
the  same  variety  of  troops  and  arms,  each  effective  in  its  sepa 
rate  way,  and  all  conspiring  to  one  common  purpose  —  nor  the 
same  unbounded  influence  over  their  minds  in  stimulating  them 


'  This  is  the  remark  of  his  great  admirer  Arrian,  vii.  1,  6. 

2  Livy,  ix.  17-19.  A  discussion  of  Alexander’s  chances  against  the  Ro¬ 
mans —  extremely  interesting  and  beautiful,  though  the  case  appears  to  me 
very  partially  set  forth.  I  agree  with  Neibuhr  in  dissenting  from  Livy’s 
result;  and  with  Plutarch  in  considering  it  as  one  of  the  boons  of  fortune 
to  the  Romans,  that  Alexander  did  not  live  long  enough  to  attack  them 
(Plutarch  de  Fortund  Romanor.  p.  326). 

Livy  however  had  great  reason  for  complaining  of  those  Greek  authors 
(he  calls  them  “  levissimi  ex  Grascis”)  who  said  that  the  Romans  would 
have  quailed  before  the  terrible  reputation  of  Alexander,  and  submitted 
without  resistance.  Assuredly  his  victory  over  them  would  have  been 
dearly  bought. 
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£o  full  effort.  I  do  not  think  that  even  the  Romans  could  have 
successfully  resisted  Alexander  the  Great ;  though  it  is  certain 
that  he  never  throughout  all  his  long  marches  encountered  such 
enemies  as  they,  nor  even  such  as  Samnites  and  Lucanians  — 
combining  courage,  patriotism,  discipline,  with  effective  arms 
both  for  defence  and  for  close  combat.1 

Ajnong  all  the  qualities  which  go  to  constitute  the  highest  mil¬ 
itary  excellence,  either  as  a  general  or  as  a  soldier,  none  was 
wanting  in  the  character  of  Alexander.  Together  with  his  own 
chivalrous  courage  —  sometimes  indeed  both  excessive  and  un¬ 
seasonable,  so  as  to  form  the  only  military  defect  which  can  be 
fairly  imputed  to  him  —  we  trace  in  all  his  operations  the  most 
careful  dispositions  taken  beforehand,  vigilant  precaution  in 
guarding  against  possible  reverse,  and  abundant  resource  in 
adapting  himself  to  new  eontingences.  Amidst  constant  success, 
these  precautionary  combinations  were  never  discontinued.  His 
achievements  are  the  earliest  recorded  evidence  of  scientific  mil¬ 
itary  organization  on  a  large  scale,  and  of  its  overwhelming  ef¬ 
fects.  Alexander  overawes  the  imagination  more  than  any  other 
personage  of  antiquity,  by  the  matchless  development  of  all  that 
constitutes  effective  force  —  as  an  individual  warrior,  and  as  or¬ 
ganizer  and  leader  of  armed  masses ;  not  merely  the  blind  im¬ 
petuosity  ascribed  by  Homer  to  Ares,  but  also  the  intelligent, 
methodized,  and  all-subduing  compression  which  he  personifies 
in  Athene.  But  all  his  great  qualities  were  fit  for  use  only 
against  enemies;  in  which  category  indeed  were  numbered  all 
mankind,  known  and  unknown,  except  those  who  chose  to  sub¬ 
mit  to  him.  In  his  Indian  campaigns,  amidst  tribes  of  utter 
strangers,  we  perceive  that  not  only  those  who  stand  on  their  de¬ 
fence,  but  also  those  who  abandon  their  property  and  flee  to  the 
mountains,  are  alike  pursued  and  slaughtered. 

Apart  from  the  transcendent  merits  of  Alexander  as  a  soldiei 
and  a  general,  some  authors  give  him  credit  for  grand  and  bene- 


1  Alexander  of  Epirus  is  said  to  have  remarked,  that  he,  in  his  expedi 
tions  into  Italy,  had  fallen  upon  the  avdpuving  or  chamber  of  the  men  .  while 
his  nephew  (Alexander  the  Great),  in  invading  Asia,  had  fallen  upon  the 
ywamcjviris  or  chamber  of  the  women  (Aulus  Gellius,  xvii.  21 ;  Curtiu^ 
▼ill.  1,37). 


262 


HISTORY  OF  GREECE. 


ficent  views  on  the  subject  of  imperial  government,  and  for  in 
tentions  highly  favorable  to  the  improvement  of  mankind.  I  see 
no  ground  for  adopting  this  opinion.  As  far  as  we  can  venture 
to  anticipate  what  would  have  been  Alexander’s  future,  we  see 
nothing  in  prospect  except  years  of  ever-repeated  aggression  and 
conquest,  not  to  be  concluded  until  he  had  traversed  and  subju¬ 
gated  all  the  inhabited  globe.  The  acquisition  of  universal  do¬ 
minion  —  conceived  not  metaphorically,  but  literally,  and  con¬ 
ceived  with  greater  facility  in  consequence  of  the  imperfect  geo¬ 
graphical  knowledge  of  the  time  —  was  the  master-passion  of  his 
soul.  At  the  moment  of  his  death,  he  was  commencing  fresh 
aggression  in  the  south  against  the  Arabians,  to  an  indefinite  ex¬ 
tent  ; 1  while  his  vast  projects  against  the  western  tribes  in  Africa 
and  Europe,  as  far  as  the  pillars  of  Herakles,  were  consigned  in 
the  orders  and  memoranda  confidentially  communicated  to  Kra 
terus.2  Italy,  Gaul,  and  Spain,  would  have  been  successively 
attacked  and  conquered ;  the  enterprises  proposed  to  him  when 
in  Baktria  by  the  Chorasmian  prince  Pliarasmanes,  but  post¬ 
poned  then  until  a  more  convenient  season,  would  have  been 
next  taken  up,  and  he  would  have  marched  from  the  Danube 
northward  round  the  Euxine  and  Pal  us  Maeotis  against  the  Scy¬ 
thians  and  the  tribes  of  Caucasus..3  There  remained  moreover 
the  Asiatic  regions  east  of  the  Hyphasis,  which  his  soldiers  had 
refused  to  enter  upon,  but  which  he  certainly  would  have  in¬ 
vaded  at  a  future  opportunity,  were  it  only  to  efface  the  poignant 
humiliation  of  having  been  compelled  to  relinquish  his  proclaim¬ 
ed  purpose.  Though  this  sounds  like  romance  and  hyperbole,  it 
was  nothing  more  than  the  real  insatiate  aspiration  of  Alexander, 
who  looked  upon  every  new  acquisition  mainly  as  a  capital  for 
acquiring  more.4  “  You  are  a  man  like  all  of  us,  Alexander  — 


1  Arrian,  vii.  28,  5.  2  Diodor,  xviii.  4. 

3  Arrian,  iv.  15,  11 

4  Arrian,  vii.  19,  12.  Td  d>  wf  ye  /not  6okeI ,  an \fiaroq  t)v  t ov 

KTa-odai  ti  uel  ’A ’ke^av6pog.  Compare  vii.  1  3-7  \  vii.  15,  6,  and  the  speech 
made  by  Alexander  to  his  soldiers  on  the  banks  of  the  Hyphasis,  when  he 
was  trying  to  persuade  them  to  march  forward,  v.  26  seq.  We  must  remem¬ 
ber  that  Arrian  had  before  him  the  work  of  Ptolemy,  who  would  give,  in 
all  probability,  the  substance  of  this  memorable  speech  from  his  own 
hearing. 
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except  that  you  abandon  your  home  (said  the  naked  Indian  to 
him1)  like  a  meddlesome  destroyer,  to  invade  the  most  distant 
regions  ;  enduring  hardship  yourself,  and  inflicting  hardship  upon 
others.”  Now,  how  an  empire  thus  boundless  and  heterogen¬ 
eous,  such  as  no  prince  has  ever  yet  realized,  could  have  been 
administered  with  any  superior  advantages  to  subjects  —  it  would 
be  difficult  to  show.  The  mere  task  of  acquiring  and  maintain¬ 
ing  —  of  keeping  satraps  and  tribute-gatherers  in  authority  as 
well  as  in  subordination  —  of  suppressing  resistances  ever  liable 
to  recur  in  regions  distant  by  months  of  march2  —  would  occupy 
the  whole  life  of  a  world-conqueror,  without  leaving  any  leisure 
for  the  improvements  suited  to  peace  and  stability,  if  we  give 
him  credit  for  such  purposes  in  theory. 

But  even  this  last  is  more  than  can  be  granted.  Alexander’s 
acts  indicate  that  he  desired  nothing  better  than  to  take  up  the 
traditions  of  the  Persian  empire ;  a  tribute-levying  and  army- 
levying  system,  under  Macedonians,  in  large  proportion,  as  his 
instruments ;  yet  partly  also  under  the  very  same  Persians  who 
had  administered  before,  provided  they  submitted  to  him.  It 
has  indeed  been  extolled  among  his  merits  that  he  was  thus  wil¬ 
ling  to  re-appoint  Persian  grandees  (putting  their  armed  force 
however  under  the  command  of  a  Macedonian  officer)  —  and  to 
continue  native  princes  in  their  dominions,  if  they  did  willing 
homage  to  him,  as  tributary  subordinates.  But  all  this  had  been 
done  before  him  by  the  Persian  kings,  -whose  system  it  was  to 
leave  the  conquered  princes  undisturbed,  subject  only  to  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  tribute,  and  to  the  obligation  of  furnishing  a  military 
contingent  when  required.3  In  like  manner  Alexander’s  Asiatic 
empire  would  thus  have  been  composed  of  an  aggregate  of  sa¬ 
trapies  and  dependent  principalities,  furnishing  money  and  sol- 


1  Arrian,  vii.  1,  8.  ai)  <5e  avdponog  o>v,  TrapanTipcnog  roig  dXTiOig,  i xTiryv  ye 
dr),  oti  no?ivirpdy/j.(i)V  nai  druo&aXog,  and  rrjg  oineiag  tooclvttiv  yijv  enegepxfy 
irpaypara  ex<*>v  re  nai  tt apexw  dAAoif. 

2  Arrian,  vii.  4,  4,  5. 

3  Herodot.  iii.  15.  Alexander  offered  to  Phokion  (Plutarch,  Phok.  18) 
ais  choice  between  four  Asiatic  cities,  of  which  (that  is,  of  any  one  of  them) 
he  was  to  enjoy  the  revenues  ;  just  as  Artaxerxes  Longimanus  had  acted 
towards  Themistokles,  in  recompense  for  his  treason.  Phokion  refused 
the  °*ffer. 
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diers ;  in  other  respects,  left  to  the  discretion  of  local  rule,  with 
occasional  extreme  inflictions  of  punishment,  but  no  systematic 
examination  or  control.1  Upon  this,  the  condition  of  Asiatic 
empire  in  all  ages,  Alexander  would  have  grafted  one  special 
improvement:  the  military  organization  of  the  empire,  feeble 
under  the  Achsemenid  princes,  would  have  been  greatly  strength¬ 
ened  by  his  genius,  and  by  the  able  officers  formed  in  his  school, 
both  for  foreign  aggression  and  for  home  control.2 

The  Persian  empire  was  a  miscellaneous  aggregate,  with  no 
strong  feeling  of  nationality.  The  Macedonian  conqueror  who 
seized  its  throne  was  still  more  indifferent  to  national  sentiment. 
He  was  neither  Macedonian  nor  Greek.  Though  the  absence 
of  this,  prejudice  has  sometimes  been  counted  to  him  as  a  virtue, 
it  only  made  room,  in  my  opinion,  for  prejudices  yet  worse.  The 
substitute  for  it  was  an  exorbitant  personality  and  self-estimation, 
manifested  even  in  his  earliest  years,  and  inflamed  by  extraordi¬ 
nary  success  into  the  belief  in  divine  parentage ;  which,  while 
setting  him  above  the  idea  of  communion  with  any  special  na¬ 
tionality,  made  him  conceive  all  mankind  as  subjects  under  one 
common  sceptre  to  be  wielded  by  himself.  To  this  universal 
empire  the  Persian  king  made  the  nearest  approach,3  according 
to  the  opinions  then  prevalent.  Accordingly  Alexander,  when 
victorious,  accepted  the  position  and  pretensions  of  the  over¬ 
thrown  Persian  court  as  approaching  most  nearly  to  his  full  due. 
He  became  more  Persian  than  either  Macedonian  or  Greek. 
While  himself  adopting,  as  far  as  he  could  safely  venture,  the 
personal  habits  of  the  Persian  court,  he  took  studied  pains  to 
transform  his  Macedonian  officers  into  Persian  grandees,  encour¬ 
aging  and  even  forcing  intermarriages  with  Persian  women  ac¬ 
cording  to  Persian  rites.  At  the  time  of  Alexander’s  death, 
there  was  comprised,  in  his  written  orders  given  to  Kraterus,  a 
plan  for  the  wholesale  transportation  of  inhabitants  both  out  of 


*  See  the  punishment  of  Sisamnes  by  Kambyses  (Herodot.  v.  25). 

*  The  rhetor  Aristeides,  in  his  Encomium  on  Rome,  has  some  good  re¬ 
marks  on  the  character  and  ascendency  of  Alexander,  exercised  by  will 
and  personal  authority,  as  contrasted  with  the  systematic  and  legal  work¬ 
ing  of  the  Roman  empire  (Orat.  xiv.  p.  332-360,  vol.  i.  ed.  Dindorf). 

*  Xenoph.  Oyropred.  viii.  6,  21  Anabas.  i.  7,  6 ;  Herodot.  vii.  8,  13 :  com 
pare  Arrian,  v.  26,  4-10 
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Europe  into  Asia,  and  out  of  isia  into  Europe,  in  order  to  fuse 
these  populations  into  one  by  multiplying  intermarriages  and  in¬ 
tercourse.1  Such  reciprocal  translation  of  peoples  would  have 
been  felt  as  eminently  odious,  and  could  not  have  been  accom¬ 
plished  without  coercive  authority.2  It  is  rash  to  speculate  upon 
unexecuted  purposes ;  but,  as  far  as  we  can  judge,  such  compul¬ 
sory  mingling  of  the  different  races  promises  nothing  favorable 
to  the  happiness  of  any  of  them,  though  it  might  serve  as  an  im¬ 
posing  novelty  and  memento  of  imperial  omnipotence. 

In  respect  of  intelligence  and  combining  genius,  Alexander 
was  Hellenic  to  the  full ;  in  respect  of  disposition  and  purpose, 
no  one  could  be  less  Hellenic.  The  acts  attesting  his  Oriental 
violence  of  impulse,  unmeasured  self-will,3  and  exaction  of  rever¬ 
ence  above  the  limits  of  humanity  —  have  been  already  recount¬ 
ed.  To  describe  him  as  a  son  of  Hellas,  imbued  with  the  politi¬ 
cal  maxims  of  Aristotle,  and  bent  on  the  systematic  diffusion  of 
Hellenic  culture  for  the  improvement  of  mankind4  —  is,  in  my 


1  Diodor,  xviii.  4.  ITpof  Se  tovtqu :  ttoXscjv  avvoiKiopovg  Kal  ouparuv  pe- 
Tayuyag  £k  rqg  '  Aaiag  elg  rr/v  Evpumjv,  Kal  Kara  rovvavriov  e k  rpg  EbpuTrr/g 
elg  rt)v  ’ Aolav ,  OTiug  rag  peyiorag  pneipovg  raig  eniyapiaig  Kai  raig  oiKnuae- 
Civ  eig  koivt/v  opovoiav  Kal  ovyyevtKqv  (piAiav  KaraoTr/aq. 

*  See  the  effect  produced  upon  the  lonians  by  the  false  statement  of  His 
tiaeus  (Herodot.  vi.  3)  with  Wesseling’s  note  —  and  the  eagerness  of  the 
Fseonians  to  return  (Herod,  v.  98;  also  Justin,  viii.  5). 

Antipater  afterwards  intended  to  transport  the  iEtolians  in  mass  from 
their  own  country  into  Asia,  if  he  had  succeeded  in  conquering  them 
(Diodor,  xviii.  25).  Compare  Pausanias  (i.  9,  8-10)  about  the  forcible 
measures  used  by  Lysimachus,  in  transporting  new  inhabitants,  at  Ephesus 
and  Lysimacheia. 

3  Livy,  ix.  18.  “  Referre  in  tanto  rege  piget  superbam  mutationem  vistis, 

et  desideratas  humi  jacentium  adulationes,  etiam  victis  Macedonibus 
graves,  nedum  victoribus  :  et  foeda  supplicia,  et  inter  vinum  et  epulas  caedes 
amicorum,  et  vanitatem  ementiendae  stlrpis.  Quid  si  vini  amor  in  dies 
fieret  acrior  ?  quid  si  trux  et  praefervida  ira  ?  [nee  quidquam  dubium  inter 
tcriptores  refero)  nullane  haec  damna  imperatoriis  virtutibus  ducimus?” 

The  appeal  here  made  by  Livy  to  the  full  attestation  of  these  points  io 
Alexander’s  character  deserves  notice.  He  had  doubtless  more  authorities 
jefore  him  than  we  possess. 

4  Among  other  eulogists  of  Alexander,  it  is  sufficient  to  name  Droysen 
—  in  his  two  works,  both  of  great  historical  research  —  Geschichte  Alexan¬ 
ders  des  Grossen — and  Geschichte  des  Hellenismus  oder  der  Bildung  des 

vol.  xii.  23 
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judgment,  an  estimate  of  his  character  contrary  to  tim  evidence. 
Alexander  is  indeed  said  to  have  invited  suggestions  from  Aris¬ 
totle  as  to  the  best  mode  of  colonizing ;  but  his  temper  altered  so 
much,  after  a  few  years  of  Asiatic  conquest,  that  he  came  not 
only  to  lose  all  deference  for  Aristotle’s  advice,  but  even  to  hate 
him  bitterly.* 1  Moreover,  though  the  philosopher’s  full  sugges- 
iions  have  not  been  preserved,  yet  we  are  told  generally  that  he 
reccmmended  Alexander  to  behave  to  the  Greeks  as  a  leader  or 
president,  or  limited  chief — and  to  the  Barbarians  (non-Hel¬ 
lenes)  as  a  master ; 2 * * * * *  a  distinction  substantially  coinciding  with 
that  pointed  out  by  Burke  in  his  speeches  at  the  beginning  of 
the  American  war,  between  the  principles  of  government  proper 
to  be  followed  by  England  in  the  American  colonies,  and  in  Brit¬ 
ish  India.  No  Greek  thinker  believed  the  Asiatics  to  be  capa¬ 
ble  of  that  free  civil  polity8  upon  which  the  march  of  every  Gre- 


Hellenischen  Staaten  Systemes  ( Hamburg,  1843).  See  especially  the  last 
and  most  recent  work,  p  27  seqq  p  651  seqq  —  and  elsewhere  passim. 

1  Plutarch,  Alex.  55-74. 

*  Plutarch,  Fortun.  Alex.  M.  p.  329.  ’AAf £avdpoc  <5e  tCj  Aoyw  to  kpyov 

napeoxw  ov  yap ,  o>c  'ApioroTeluip  avveQovTievev  avT<p,  rolq  pev  "EAA^iHV 

T/yF/uoviKuc,  roiq  de  (3apftdpoic  AecnroTinCx;  xp^pevov . \ ..dAAd  koivoq  fy/cuv 

t9foi9fv  dppoGTrp;  uni  dtaAAa/cr?)f  tljv  oAwv  vopifav,  ovc  r<5  A oycp  prj  ovvr/ye, 

Toig  ottAojc  Pia(6pevo$,  elf  to  avTd  oweveynuv  to.  navrdxoOev ,  etc. 

Straho  (or  Eratosthenes,  see  Straho,  i.  p.  66)  and  Plutarch  understand  the 
expression  of  Aristotle  erroneously  —  as  if  that  philosopher  had  meant  to 
recommend  harsh  and  cruel  treatment  of  the  non-Hellenes,  and  kind  treat¬ 
ment  only  towards  Greeks.  That  Aristotle  could  have  meant  no  such 
thing,  is  evident  from  the  whole  tenor  of  his  treatise  on  Politics.  The  dis¬ 
tinction  really  intended  is  between  a  greater  and  a  less  measure  of  extra- 
popular  authority  —  not  between  kind  and  unkind  purposes  in  the  exercise 
of  authority  Compare  Tacitus,  Annal.  xii.  II  — the  advice  of  the  Empe¬ 
ror  Claudius  to  the  Parthian  prince  Meherdates. 

*  Aristot.  Politic,  i.  1,  5  ;  vii.  6, 1.  See  the  memorable  comparison  drawn 
oy  Aristotle  (Polit.  vii.  6)  between  the  Europeans  and  Asiatics  generally, 
lie  pronounces  the  former  to  be  courageous  and  energetic,  but  wanting  in 
intelligence  or  powers  of  political  combination  ;  the  latter  to  be  intelligent 
and  clever  in  contrivance,  but  destitute  of  courage.  Neither  of  them  have 
more  than  a  “one-legged  aptitude  (<pvoiv  pcvonulov)  ■  the  Greek  alon* 
possesses  both  the  courage  and  intelligence  united.  The  Asiatics  are  con 
demned  to  perpetual  subjection ;  the  Greeks  might  govern  the  world 
f,smld  they  but  combine  in  one  political  society. 
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cian  community  was  based.  Aristotle  did  not  wish  to  degrade 
the  Asiatics  below  the  level  to  which  they  had  been  accustomed, 
but  rather  to  preserve  the  Greeks  from  being  degraded  to  the 
same  level.  Now  Alexander  recognized  no  such  distinction  as 
that  drawn  by  his  preceptor.  He  treated  Greeks  and  Asiatics 
alike,  not  by  elevating  the  latter,  but  by  degrading  the  former. 
Though  he  employed  all  indiscriminately  as  instruments,  yet  he 
presently  found  the  free  speech  of  Greeks,  and  even  of  Mace¬ 
donians,  so  distasteful  and  offensive,  that  his  preferences  turned 
more  and  more  in  favor  of  the  servile  Asiatic  sentiment  and  cus¬ 
toms.  Instead  of  hellenizing  Asia,  he  was  tending  to  asiatize 
Macedonia  and  Hellas.  His  temper  and  character,  as  modified 
by  a  few  years  of  conquest,  rendered  him  quite  unfit  to  follow 
the  course  recommended  by  Aristotle  towards  the  Greeks  — 
quite  as  unfit  as  any  of  the  Persian  kings,  or  as  the  French  Em 
peror  Napoleon,  to  endure  that  partial  frustration,  compromise, 
and  smart  from  free  criticism,  which  is  inseparable  from  the  po¬ 
sition  of  a  limited  chief.  Among  a  multitude  of  subjects  more 
diverse-colored  than  even  the  army  of  Xerxes,  it  is  quite  possi¬ 
ble  that  he  might  have  turned  his  power  towards  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  rudest  portions.  We  are  told  (though  the  fact  is 
difficult  to  credit,  from  his  want  of  time)  that  he  abolished  vari¬ 
ous  barbarisms  of  the  Hyrkanians,  Aracliosians,  and  Sogdians.1 
But  Macedonians  as  well  as  Greeks  would  have  been  pure  losers 
by  being  absorbed  into  an  immense  Asiatic  aggregate. 

Plutarch  states  that  Alexander  founded  more  than  seventy 
new  cities  in  Asia.2  So  large  a  number  of  them  is  neither  veri- 

1  Plutarch,  Fortun.  Alex.  M.  p.  328.  The  stay  of  Alexander  in  these 
countries  was  however  so  short,  that  even  with  the  best  will  he  could  not 
have  enforced  the  suppression  of  any  inveterate  customs. 

2  Plutarch,  Fortun.  Al.  M.  p.  328.  Plutarch  mentions,  a  few  lines  after¬ 
wards,  Seleukeia  in  Mesopotamia,  as  if  he  thought  that  it  was  among  the 
cities  established  by  Alexander  himself.  This  shows  that  he  has  not  been 
exact  in  distinguishing  foundations  made  by  Alexander,  from  those  origi¬ 
nated  by  Seleukus  and  the  other  Diadochi. 

The  elaborate  article  of  Droysen  (in  the  Appendix  to  his  Geschichte  dea 
Hellenismus,  p.  588-651),  ascribes  to  Alexander  the  largest  plans  of  colo 
nization  in  Asia,  and  enumerates  a  great  number  of  cities  alleged  to  have 
been  founded  by  him.  But  in  regard  to  the  majority  of  these  foundations, 
the  evidence  upon  which  Proysen  grounds  his  belief  that  Alexander  was 
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liable  nor  probable,  unless  we  either  reckon  up  simple  military 
posts,  or  borrow  from  the  list  of  foundations  really  established  by 
his  successors.  Except  Alexandria  in  Egypt,  none  of  the  cities 
founded  by  Alexander  himself  can  be  shown  to  have  attained 
any  great  development.  Nearly  all  were  planted  among  the 
remote,  warlike,  and  turbulent  peoples  eastward  of  the  Cas¬ 
pian  Gates.  Such  establishments  were  really  fortified  posts  to 
hold  the  country  in  subjection  :  Alexander  lodged  in  them  de¬ 
tachments  from  his  army  ;  but  none  of  these  detachments  can 
well  have  been  large,  since  he  could  not  afford  materially  to 
weaken  his  army,  while  active  military  operations  were  still  go¬ 
ing  on  and  while  farther  advance  was  in  contemplation.  More 
of  these  settlements  were  founded  in  Sogdiana  than  elsewhere  ; 
but  respecting  the  Sogdian  foundations,  we  know  that  the  Greeks 
whom  he  established  there,  chained  to  the  spot  only  by  fear  of 
his  power*,  broke  away  in  mutiny  immediately  on  the  news  of  his 
death.1  Some  Greek  soldiers  in  Alexander’s  army  on  the  Jax- 
artes  or  the  Hydaspes,  sick  and  weary  of  his  interminable  marches, 
might  prefer  being  enrolled  among  the  colonists  of  a  new  city  on 
one  of  these  unknown  rivers,  to  the  ever-repeated  routine  of  ex- 


the  founder,  appears  to  me  altogether  slender  and  unsatisfactory.  If  Alex 
ander  founded  so  many  cities  as  Droysen  imagines,  how  does  it  happen 
that  Arrian  mentions  only  so  comparatively  small  a  number  ?  The  argu¬ 
ment  derived  from  Arrian’s  silence,  for  rejecting  what  is  affirmed  by  other 
ancients  respecting  Alexander,  is  indeed  employed  by  modern  authors  (and 
by  Droysen  himself  among  them),  far  oftener  than  I  think  warrantable. 
But  if  there  be  any  one  proceeding  of  Alexander  more  than  another,  in 
respect  of  which  the  silence  of  Arrian  ought  to  make  us  suspicious  —  it  is 
the  foundation  of  a  new  colony ;  a  solemn  act,  requiring  delay  and  multi¬ 
plied  regulations,  intended  for  perpetuity,  and  redounding  to  the  honor  of 
the  founder.  I  do  not  believe  in  any  colonies  founded  by  Alexander 
beyond  those  comparatively  few  which  Arrian  mentions,  except  such  as 
rest  upon  some  other  express  and  good  testimony.  Whoever  will  read 
through  Droysen’s  list,  will  see  that  most  of  the  names  in  it  will  not  stand 
this  test.  The  short  life,  and  rapid  movements,  of  Alexander,  are  of  them¬ 
selves  the  strongest  presumption  against  his  having  founded  so  large  a 
number  of  colonies. 

1  Diodor.  xvii.  99;  xviii.  7.  Curtius,  ix.  7,  1.  Curtius  observes  (vii.  10, 
15)  respecting  Alexander’s  colonies  in  Sogdiana  —  that  they  were  founded 
“velut  frseni  domitarum  gentium  nunc  originis  suae  oblita  serviunt,  qui 
bus  imperaverunt.” 
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hausling  duty.1  But  it  is  certain  that  no  volunteer  emigrants 
would  gj  forth  to  settle  at  distances  such  as  their  imaginations 
could  hardly  conceive.  The  absorbing  appetite  of  Alexander 
was  conquest,  to  the  East,  West,  South,  and  North  ;  the  cities 
which  he  planted  were  established,  for  the  most  part,  as  garrisons 
to  maintain  his  most  distant  and  most  precarious  acquisitions. 
The  purpose  of  colonization  was  altogether  subordinate ;  and  that 
of  hellenizing  Asia,  so  far  as  we  can  see,  was  not  even  contem¬ 
plated,  much  less  realized. 

This  process  of  hellenizing  Asia  —  in  so  far  as  Asia  was  ever 
hellenized  —  which  has  often  been  ascribed  to  Alexander,  was 
in  reality  the  work  of  the  Diadochi  who  came  after  him  ;  though 
his  conquests  doubtless  opened  the  door  and  established  the  mili¬ 
tary  ascendency  which  rendered  such  a  work  practicable.  The 
position,  the  aspirations,  and  the  interests  of  these  Diadochi  — 
Antigonus,  Ptolemy,  Seleukus,  Lysimachus,  etc.  —  were  mate¬ 
rially  different  from  those  of  Alexander.  They  had  neither  ap¬ 
petite  nor  means  for  new  and  remote  conquest  ;  their  great  ri¬ 
valry  was  with  each  other ;  each  sought  to  strengthen  himself 
near  home  against  the  rest.  It  became  a  matter  of  fashion  and 
pride  with  them,  not  less  than  of  interest,  to  found  new  cities  im¬ 
mortalizing  their  family  names.  These  foundations  were  chiefly 
made  in  the  regions  of  Asia  near  and  known  to  Greeks,  where 
Alexander  had  planted  none.  Thus  the  great  and  numerous 
foundations  of  Seleukus  Nikator  and  his  successors  covered  Syria, 
Mesopotamia,  and  parts  of  Asia  Minor.  All  these  regions  were 
known  to  Greeks,  and  more  or  less  tempting  to  new  Grecian  im¬ 
migrants  —  not  out  of  reach  or  hearing  of  the  Olympic  and  othei 
festivals,  as  the  Jaxartes  and  the  Indus  were.  In  this  way  a  consid¬ 
erable  influx  of  new  hellenic  blood  was  poured  into  Asia  during  the 
century  succeeding  Alexander,  —  probably  in  great  measure  from 
Italy  and  Sicily,  where  the  condition  of  the  Greek  cities  became 
still  more  calamitous  —  besides  the  numerous  Greeks  who  took 
service  as  individuals  under  these  Asiatic  kings.  Greeks,  and  Mace¬ 
donians  speaking  Greek,  became  predominant,  if  not  in  numbers, 


1  See  the  plain-spoken  outburst  of  the  Thurian  Antileon,  one  of  the 
soldiers  in  Xenophon’s  Ten  Thousand  Greeks,  when  the  army  reached 
Trafezus  fX'enoph.  Anabas.  v.  1,  2). 
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at  least  in  impcrtance,  throughout  most  of  the  cities  in  Western 
Asia.  In  particular,  the  Macedonian  military  organization,  dis¬ 
cipline,  and  administration,  was  maintained  systematically  among 
these  Asiatic  kings.  In  the  account  of  the  battle  of  Magnesia, 
fought  by  the  Seleukid  king  Atiochus  the  Great  against  the  Ro¬ 
mans  in  190  B.  c.,  the  Macedonian  phalanx,  constituting  the  main 
force  of  his  Asiatic  army,  appears  in  all  its  completeness,  just  as 
it  stood  under  Philip  and  Perseus  in  Macedonia  itself.* 1 

When  it  is  said  however  that  Asia  became  hellenized  under 
Alexander’s  successors,  the  phrase  requires  explanation.  Hel¬ 
lenism,  properly  so  called  —  the  aggregate  of  habits,  sentiments, 
energies,  and  intelligence,  manifested  by  the  Greeks  during  their 
epoch  of  autonomy2  —  never  passed  over  into  Asia  ;  neither  the 
highest  qualities  of  the  Greek  mind,  nor  even  the  entire  char¬ 
acter  of  ordinary  Greeks.  This  genuine  Hellenism  could  not  sub¬ 
sist  under  the  overruling  compression  of  Alexander,  nor  even  un¬ 
der  the  less  irresistible  pressure  of  his  successors.  Its  living 
force,  productive  genius,  self-organizing  power,  and  active  spirit 
of  political  communion,  were  stifled,  and  gradually  died  out.  All 
that  passed  into  Asia  was  a  faint  and  partial  resemblance  of  it, 
carrying  the  superficial  marks  of  the  original.  The  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  Greco- Asiatic  kings  was  not  hellenic  (as  it  has  been 
sometimes  called),  but  completely  despotic,  as  that  of  the  Persians 
had  been  before.  Whoever  follows  their  history,  until  the  period 
of  Roman  dominion,  will  see  that  it  turned  upon  the  tastes,  tem¬ 
per,  and  ability  of  the  prince,  and  on  the  circumstances  of  the  re¬ 
gal  family.  Viewing  their  government  as  a  system,  its  promi- 


1  Appian,  Syriac.  32. 

*  This  is  the  sense  in  which  I  have  always  used  the  word  Hellenism, 
throughout  the  present  Work. 

With  Droysen,  the  word  Hellenismus  —  Das  HeUenistische  Staaten  system 
—  is  applied  to  the  state  of  things  which  followed  upon  Alexander’s  death ; 
to  the  aggregate  of  kingdoms  into  which  Alexanders  conquests  become 
distributed,  having  for  their  point  of  similarity  the  common  use  of  Greek 
speech,  a  certain  proportion  of  Greeks  both  as  inhabitants  and  as  officers 
and  a  partial  streak  of  Hellenic  culture. 

I  cannot  but  think  that  such  an  employment  of  the  word  ie  misleading. 
At  any  rate,  its  sense  must  be  constantly  kept  in  mind,  in  order  that  it 
may  not  be  confounded  with  hellenism  in  the  stricter  meaning 
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nent  difference  as  compared  with  their  Persian  predecessors, 
consisted  in  their  retaining  the  military  traditions  and  organiza¬ 
tion  of  Philip  and  Alexander,  an  elaborate  scheme  of  discipline 
and  manoeuvring,  which  could  not  be  kept  up  without  permanent 
official  grades  and  a  higher  measure  of  intelligence  than  had  ever 
been  displayed  under  the  Achsemenid  kings,  who  had  no  mili¬ 
tary  school  or  training  whatever.  Hence  a  great  number  of  in¬ 
dividual  Greeks  found  employment  in  the  military  as  well  as  in 
the  civil  service  of  these  Greco-Asiatic  kings.  The  intelligent 
Greek,  instead  of  a  citizen  of  Hellas,  became  the  instrument  of 
a  foreign  prince  ;  the  details  of  government  were  managed  to  a 
great  degree  by  Greek  officials,  and  always  in  the  Greek  lan¬ 
guage. 

Moreover,  besides  this,  there  was  the  still  more  important  fact 
of  the  many  new  cities  founded  in  Asia  by  the  Seleukidas  and 
the  other  contemporary  kings.  Each  of  these  cities  had  a  con¬ 
siderable  infusion  of  Greek  and  Macedonian  citizens,  among  the 
native  Orientals  located  there,  often  brought  by  compulsion  from 
neighboring  villages.  In  what  numerical  ratio  these  two  ele¬ 
ments  of  the  civic  population  stood  to  each  other,  we  cannot  say. 
But  the  Greeks  and  Macedonians  were  the  leading  and  active 
portion,  who  exercised  the  greatest  assimilating  force,  gave  im¬ 
posing  effect  to  the  public  manifestations  of  religion,  had  wider 
views  and  sympathies,  dealt  with  the  central  government,  and 
carried  on  that  contracted  measure  of  municipal  autonomy  which 
the  city  was  permitted  to  retain.  In  these  cities  the  Greek  in¬ 
habitants,  though  debarred  from  political  freedom,  enjoyed  a.  range 
of  social  activity  suited  to  their  tastes.  In  each,  Greek  was  the 
language  of  public  business  and  dealing  ;  each  formed  a  centre 
of  attraction  and  commerce  for  an  extensive  neighborhood  ;  all 
together,  they  were  the  main  hellenic  or  quasi-hellenic  element 
in  Asia  under  the  Greco-Asiatic  kings,  as  contrasted  with  the 
rustic  villages,  where  native  manners,  and  probably  native  speech, 
still  continued  with  little  modification.  But  the  Greeks  of  Anti¬ 
och,  or  Alexandria,  or  Seleukeia,  were  not  like  citizens  of  Ath¬ 
ens  or  Thebes,  nor  even  like  men  of  Tarentum  or  Ephesus. 
While  they  communicated  their  language  to  Orientals,  they  be¬ 
came  themselves  substantially  orientalized.  Their  feelings,  judg¬ 
ments,  and  habits  of  action,  ceased  to  be  hellenic.  Polybins, 
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when  he  visited  Alexandria,  looked  with  surprise  and  aversion 
on  the  Greeks  there  resident,  though  they  were  superior  to  the 
non-hellenic  population,  whom  he  considered  worthless.1  Greek 
social  habits,  festivals,  and  legends,  passed  with  the  hellenic  set¬ 
tlers  into  Asia  ;  all  becoming  amalgamated  and  transformed  so 
as  to  suit  a  new  Asiatic  abode.  Important  social  and  political 
consequences  turned  upon  the  diffusion  of  the  language,  and  up¬ 
on  the  establishment  of  such  a  common  medium  of  communica¬ 
tion  throughout  Western  Asia.  But  after  all,  the  hellenized  Asi¬ 
atic  was  not  so  much  a  Greek  as  a  foreigner  with  Grecian  speech, 
exterior  varnish,  and  superficial  manifestations  ;  distinguished 
fundamentally  from  those  Greek  citizens  with  whom  the  present 
history  has  been  concerned.  So  he  would  have  been  considered 
by  Sophokles,  by  Thucydides,  by  Sokrates. 

Thus  much  is  necessary  in  order  to  understand  the  bearing  of 
Alexander’s  conquests,  not  only  upon  the  hellenic  population, 
but  upon  hellenic  attributes  and  peculiarities.  While  crushing 
the  Greeks  as  communities  at  home,  these  conquests  opened  a 
wider  range  to  the  Greeks  as  individuals  abroad ;  and  produced 
—  perhaps  the  best  of  all  their  effects  —  a  great  increase  of  inter¬ 
communication,  multiplication  of  roads,  extension  of  commercial 
dealing,  and  enlarged  facilities  for  the  acquisition  of  geographical 
knowledge.  There  already  existed  in  the  Persian  empire  an 
easy  and  convenient  royal  road  (established  by  Darius  son  of  Hy- 
staspes  and  described  as  well  as  admired  by  Herodotus)  for  the 
three  months’  journey  between  Sardis  and  Susa  ;  and  there  musl 


1  Strabo,  xvii.  p  797.  6  yovv  Tiohvfiiog  yeyovcjg  ev  ry  iro2.ei  (Alexandria), 
tfdeAvTTerai  rr/v  ravrij  naraaraaLV,  etc. 

The  Museum  of  Alexandria  (with  its  library)  must  be  carefully  distin¬ 
guished  from  the  city  and  the  people.  It  was  an  artificial  institution,  which 
took  its  rise  altogether  from  the  personal  taste  and  munificence  of  the 
earlier  Ptolemies,  especially  the  second.  It  was  one  of  the  noblest  and 
most  useful  institutions  recorded  in  history,  and  forms  the  most  honorable 
monument  of  what  Droysen  calls  the  hellenistic  period,  between  the  death 
of  Alexander  and  the  extension  of  the  Roman  empire  into  Asia.  But  this 
Museum,  though  situated  at  Alexandria,  had  no  peculiar  connection  with 
the  city  or  its  population ;  it  was  a  College  of  literary  Fellows  (if  we  may 
employ  a  modern  word)  congregated  out  of  various  Grecian  towns.  Era 
tosthenes,  Kallimaehus,  Aristophanes,  Aristarchus,  were  not  natives  ofi 
Alexandria. 
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have  been  another  regular  road  from  Susa  and  Ekbatana  to  Bak- 
tria,  Sogdiana,  and  India.  Alexander,  had  he  lived,  would  doubt¬ 
less  have  multiplied  on  a  still  larger  scale  the  communications 
both  by  sea  and  land  between  the  various  parts  of  his  world- 
empire.  We  read  that  among  the  gigantic  projects  which  he  was 
contemplating  when  surprised  by  death,  one  was,  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  road  all  along  the  northern  coast  of  Africa,  as  far  as  the 
Pillars  of  Herakles.1  He  had  intended  to  found  a  new  maritime 
city  on  the  Persian  Gulf,  at  the  mouth  of  the  Euphrates,  and  to 
incur  much  outlay  for  regulating  the  flow  of  water  in  its  lower 
course.  The  river  would  probably  have  been  thus  made  agaiD 
to  afford  the  same  conveniences,  both  for  navigation  and  irriga¬ 
tion,  as  it  appears  to  have  furnished  in  earlier  times  under  the 
ancient  Babylonian  kings.  Orders  had  been  also  given  for  con¬ 
structing  a  fleet  to  explore  the  Caspian  Sea.  Alexander  be¬ 
lieved  that  sea  to  be  connected  with  the  Eastern  Ocean,2 3 *  and  in¬ 
tended  to  make  it  his  point  of  departure  for  circumnavigating  the 
eastern  limits  of  Asia,  which  country  yet  remained  for  him  to 
conquer.  The  voyage  already  performed  by  ifearchus,  from  the 
mouth  of  the  Indus  to  that  of  the  Euphrates,  was  in  those  days  a 
splendid  maritime  achievement  ;  to  which  another  still  greater 
was  on  the  point  of  being  added  —  the  circumnavigation  of  Ara¬ 
bia  from  the  Persian  Gulf  to  the  Bed  Sea  ;  though  here  we  must 
remark,  that  this  same  voyage  (from  the  mouth  of  the  Indus 
round  Arabia  into  the  Red  Sea)  had  been  performed  in  thirty 
months,  a  century  and  a  half  before,  by  Skylax  of  Karyanda,  un¬ 
der  the  orders  of  Darius  son  of  Hystaspes ; 8  yet,  though  re- 


1  Diodor,  xviii.  4.  Pausanias  (ii.  I.  5)  observes  that  Alexander  wished 
to  cut  through  Mount  Mimas  (in  Asia  Minor),  but  that  this  was  the  only 
one,  among  all  his  undertakings,  which  did  not  succeed.  “  So  dfficult  is  it 
(he  goes  on)  to  put  force  upon  the  divine  arrangements,”  re  &eia  fScaaaa’ 
He  wished  to  cut  through  the  isthmus  between  Teos  and  Klazome- 
nse,  so  as  to  avoid  the  navigation  round  the  cliffs  of  Mimas  (gkotteXov 
vLipoevTa  Mifiavrog  —  Aristophan.  Nub.  274)  between  Chios  and  Erythrae, 
Probably  this  was  among  the  projects  suggested  to  Alexander,  in  the  Iasi 
year  of  his  life.  We  have  no  other  information  about  it. 

8  Arrian,  v.  26,  2. 

3  Herodot.  iv.  44  :  compare  iii.  102.  That  Arrian  had  not  present  to  hip 

memory  this  narrative  of  Herodotus,  is  plain  from  the  last  (chapter  of  his 
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©orded  by  Herodotus,  forgotten  (as  it  would  appear)  by  Alexan« 
der  and  his  contemporaries.  This  enlarged  and  systematic  ex¬ 
ploration  of  the  earth,  combined  with  increased  means  of  com¬ 
munication  among  its  inhabitants,  is  the  main  feature  in  Alexan¬ 
der’s  career  which  presents  itself  as  promising  real  consequences 
beneficial  to  humanity. 

We  read  that  Alexander  felt  so  much  interest  in  the  extension 
cf  science,  that  he  gave  to  Aristotle  the  immense  sum  of  800 
talents  in  money,  placing  under  his  directions  several  thousand 
men,  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  zoological  researches.1 
These  exaggerations  are  probably  the  work  of  those  enemies 
of  the  philosopher  who  decried  him  as  a  pensioner  of  the  Mace¬ 
donian  court ;  but  it  is  probable  enough  that  Philip,  and  Alex¬ 
ander  in  the  early  part  of  his  reign,  may  have  helped  Aristotle 
in  the  difficult  process  of  getting  together  facts  and  specimens 
for  observation  —  from  esteem  towards  him  personally,  rather 
than  from  interest  in  his  discoveries.  The  intellectual  turn  of 
Alexander  was  towards  literature,  poetry,  and  history.  He  was 
fond  of  the  Iliad  especially,  as  well  as  of  the  Attic  tragedians ; 
so  that  Harpalus,  being  directed  to  send  some  books  to  him  in 
Upper  Asia,  selected  as  the  most  acceptable  packet  various 
tragedies  of  iEschylus,  Sophokles,  and  Euripides,  with  the  di- 
thyrambic  poems  of  Telestes  and  the  histories  of  Phlistus.2 


Indica ;  though  in  his  history  of  Alexander  he  alludes  several  times  to  He¬ 
rodotus.  Some  authors  have  concluded  from  Arrian’s  silence  that  he  dis¬ 
believed  the  fact;  if  he  had  disbelieved  itrI  think  that  he  would  have  men¬ 
tioned  the  statement  of  Herodotus  nevertheless,  with  an  intimation  that  he 
did  not  think  it  worthy  of  credit.  Moreover,  Arrian’s  disbelief  (even  grant¬ 
ing  that  such  was  the  state  of  his  mind)  is  not  to  be  held  as  a  conclusive 
disproof  of  the  story.  I  confess  that  I  see  no  sufficient  reason  for  discredit¬ 
ing  the  narrative  of  Herodotus  —  though  some  eminent  modern  writers  are 
of  an  opposite  opinion. 

‘Pliny,  H.  N.  viii.  17;  Athenaeus,  ix.  p.  398.  See  Schneider’s  Preface 
to  his  edition  of  Aristotle’s  Historic  De  Animalibus,  p.  xxxix.  seq. 

9  Plutarch,  Alexand.  8. 
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CHAPTER  XCV. 

GBECIAN  AFFAIRS  FROM  THE  LANDING  OF  ALEXANDER  IN  ASIA 
TO  THE  CLOSE  OF  THE  LAMIAN  WAR. 

Even  in  334  b.  c.,  when  Alexander  first  entered  upon  his 
Asiatic  campaigns,  the  Grecian  cities,  great  as  well  as  small,  had 
been  robbed  of  all  their  free  agency,  and  existed  only  as  appen¬ 
dages  of  the  kingdom  of  Macedonia.  Several  of  them  were 
occupied  by  Macedonian  garrisons,  or  governed  by  local  despots 
who  leaned  upon  such  armed  force  for  support.  There  existed 
among  them  no  common  idea  or  public  sentiment,  formally  pro¬ 
claimed  and  acted  on,  except  such  as  it  suited  Alexander’s  pur¬ 
pose  to  encourage.  The  miso-Persian  sentiment  —  once  a 
genuine  expression  of  Hellenic  patriotism,  to  the  recollection 
of  which  Demosthenes  was  wont  to  appeal,  in  animating  the 
Athenians  to  action  against  Macedonia,  but  now  extinct  and 
supplanted  by  nearer  apprehensions  —  had  been  converted  by 
Alexander  to  his  own  purposes,  as  a  pretext  for  headship,  and  a 
help  for  ensuring  submission  during  his  absence  in  Asia.  Greece 
had  become  a  province  of  Macedonia ;  the  affairs  of  the  Greeks 
(observes  Aristotle  in  illustrating  a  philosophical  discussion)  are 
w  in  the  hands  of  the  king.” 1  A  public  synod  of  the  Greeks 
sat  from  time  to  time  at  Corinth  ;  but  it  represented  only  phiio- 
Macedonian  sentiment ;  all  that  we  know  of  its  proceedings  con¬ 
sisted  in  congratulations  to  Alexander  on  his  victories.  There 
is  no  Grecian  history  of  public  or  political  import ;  there  are  no 
facts  except  the  local  and  municipal  details  of  each  city  —  “  the 
streets  and  fountains  which  we  are  repairing,  and  the  battlements 
which  we  are  whitening,”  to  use  a  phrase  of  Demosthenes 2 — 
the  good  management  of  the  Athenian  finances  by  the  orator 


1  Aristot.  Physic,  iv.  3.  p.  210  a.  21.  ert  tv  fiaotXei  ra  ro? 
'EXXy  v  o)  v  ,  /cat  oXuq  tv  t  C)  n  p  6)  r  cj  ntvyriKij* *. 

*  Demosthen.  Olynthiac.  iii.  p.  36. 
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Lykurgus,  and  the  contentions  of  orators  respecting  private  dis 
putes  or  politics  of  the  past. 

But  though  Grecian  history  is  thus  stagnant  and  suspended 
during  the  first  years  of  Alexander’s  Asiatic  campaigns,  it  might 
at  any  moment  have  become  animated  with  an  active  spirit  of 
self-emancipation,  if  he  had  experienced  reverses,  or  if  the  Per¬ 
sians  had  administered  their  own  affairs  with  skill  and  vigor.  I 
have  already  stated,  that  during  the  first  two  years  of  the  war, 
the  Persian  fleet  (we  ought  rather  to  say,  the  Phenician  fleet  in 
the  Persian  service)  had  a  decided  superiority  at  sea.  Darius 
possessed  untold  treasures  which  might  have  indefinitely  in¬ 
creased  that  superiority  and  multiplied  his  means  of  transmarine 
action,  had  he  chosen  to  follow  the  advice  of  Memnon,  by  acting 
vigorously  from  the  sea  and  strictly  on  the  defensive  by  land. 
The  movement  or  quiescence  of  the  Greeks  therefore  depended  on 
the  turn  of  affairs  in  Asia ;  as  Alexander  himself  was  well  aware. 

During  the  winter  of  334—333  b.  c.,  Memnon  with  the  Persian 
fleet  appeared  to  be  making  progress  among  the  islands  in  the 
TEgean,1  and  the  anti-Macedonian  Greeks  were  expecting  him 
farther  westward  in  Euboea  and  Peloponnesus.  Their  hopes 
being  dashed  by  his  unexpected  death,  and  still  more  by  Darius’s 
abandonment  of  the  Memnonian  plans,  they  had  next  to  wait 
for  the  chance  of  what  might  be  achieved  by  the  immense 
Persian  land-force.  Even  down  to  the  eve  of  the  battle  of 
Issus,  Demosthenes2  and  others  (as  has  already  been  mentioned) 
were  encouraged  by  their  correspondents  in  Asia  to  anticipate 
success  for  Darius  even  in  pitched  battle.  But  after  the  great 
disaster  at  Issus,  during  a  year  and  a  half  (from  November 
333  b.  c.  to  March  or  April  331  b.  c.),  no  hope  was  pos¬ 
sible.  The  Persian  force  seemed  extinct,  and  Darius  was  so 
paralyzed  by  the  captivity  of  his  family,  that  he  suffered 
even  the  citizens  of  Tyre  and  Gaza  to  perish  in  their  gallant 
efforts  of  defence,  without  the  least  effort  to  save  them.  At 
length,  in  the  spring  of  331  b.  c.,  the  prospects  again  ap¬ 
peared  to  improve.  A  second  Persian  army,  countless  like  the 
first,  was  assembling  eastward  of  the  Tigris ;  Alexander  ad- 


1  Arrian,  ii  1. 


*  JEschines  cont.  Ktesiph.  p.  552 
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vanced  into  the  interior,  many  weeks’  march  from  the  shores  of 
the  Mediterranean,  to  attack  them  ;  and  the  Persians  doubtless 
transmitted  encouragements  with  money  to  enterprising  men  in 
Greece,  in  hopes  of  provoking  auxiliary  movements.  Presently 
(October  331  b.  c.)  came  the  catastrophe  at  Arbela  ;  after  which 
no  demonstration  against  Alexander  could  have  been  attempted 
with  any  reasonable  hope  of  success. 

Such  was  the  varying  point  of  view  under  which  the  contest 
in  Asia  presented  itself  to  Grecian  spectators,  during  the  three 
years  and  a  half  between  the  landing  of  Alexander  in  Asia  and 
the  battle  of  Arbela.  As  to  the  leading  states  in  Greece,  we 
have  to  look  at  Athens  and  Sparta  only ;  for  Thebes  had  been 
destroyed  and  demolished  as  a  city  ;  and  what  had  been  once 
the  citadel  of  the  Kadmeia  was  now  a  Macedonian  garrison.1 
Moreover,  besides  that  garrison,  the  Boeotian  cities,  Orchomenus, 
Plateea,  etc.,  were  themselves  strongholds  of  Macedonian  de¬ 
pendence  ;  being  hostile  to  Thebes  of  old,  and  having  received 
among  themselves  assignments  of  all  the  Theban  lands.2  In  case 
of  any  movement  in  Greece,  therefore,  Antipater,  the  viceroy  of 
Macedonia,  might  fairly  count  on  finding  in  Greece  interested 
allies,  serving  as  no  mean  check  upon  Attica. 

At  Athens,  the  reigning  sentiment  was  decidedly  pacific.  Few 
were  disposed  to  brave  the  prince  who  had  just  given  so  fearful 
an  evidence  of  his  force  by  the  destruction  of  Thebes  and  the 
enslavement  of  the  Thebans.  Ephialtes  and  Charidemus,  the 
military  citizens  at  Athens  most  anti-Macedonian  in  sentiment, 
had  been  demanded  as  prisoners  by  Alexander,  and  had  with¬ 
drawn  to  Asia,  there  to  take  service  with  Darius.  Other  Atheni¬ 
ans,  men  of  energy  and  action,  had  followed  their  example,  and 
had  fought  against  Alexander  at  the  Granikus,  where  they  be¬ 
came  his  prisoners,  and  were  sent  to  Macedonia  to  work  in  fetters 
at  the  mines.  Ephialtes  perished  at  the  siege  of  Halikarnassus, 
while  defending  the  place  with  the  utmost  gallantry ;  Charide¬ 
mus  suffered  a  more  unworthy  death  from  the  shameful  sentence 
of  Darius.  The  anti-Macedonian  leaders  who  remained  at 


1  Vita  Demosthenis  ap.  Westermann,  Scriptt.  Biograph,  p.  301.  <ppovpav 
KaTajTT/aavTa f  ’A Xe^avdpov  tv  ral f  Qtj8cu(  perd  to  KaTaaKatyai  roi>c  ©9 
Satovs,  etc.  2  Pausanias,  i.  25,  4. 
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Athens,  such  as  Demosthenes  and  Lykurgus,  were  not  generals 
or  men  of  action,  but  statesmen  and  orators.  They  were  fully 
aware  that  submission  to  Alexander  was  a  painful  necessity, 
though  they  watched  not  the  less  anxiously  for  any  reverse  which 
might  happen  to  him,  such  as  to  make  it  possible  for  Athens  to 
nead  a  new  struggle  on  behalf  of  Grecian  freedom. 

But  it  was  not  Demosthenes  nor  Lykurgus  who  now  guided 
the  general  policy  of  Athens.'  For  the  twelve  years  between 
the  destruction  of  Thebes  and  the  death  of  Alexander,  Phokion 
and  Demades  were  her  ministers  for  foreign  affairs ;  two  men  of 
totally  opposite  characters,  but  coinciding  in  pacific  views,  and  in 
looking  to  the  favor  of  Alexander  and  Antipater  as  the  principal 
end  to  be  attained.  Twenty  Athenian  triremes  were  sent  to  act 
with  the  Macedonian  fleet,  during  Alexander’s  first  campaign  in 
Asia ;  these,  together  with  the  Athenian  prisoners  taken  at  the 
Granikus,  served  to  him  farther  as  a  guarantee  for  the  continued 
submission  of  the  Athenians  generally.2  There  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  pacific  policy  of  Phokion  was  now  prudent  and  essential 
to  Athens,  though  the  same  cannot  be  said  (as  I  have  remarked 
in  the  proper  place)  for  his  advocacy  of  the  like  policy  twenty 
years  before,  when  Philip’s  power  was  growing  and  might  have, 
been  arrested  by  vigorous  opposition.  It  suited  the  purpose  of 
Antipater  to  ensure  his  hold  upon  Athens  by  frequent  presents 
to  Demades,  a  man  of  luxurious  and  extravagant  habits.  But 
Phokion,  incorruptible  as  well  as  poor  to  the  end,  declined  all 
similar  offers,  though  often  made  to  him,  not  only  by  Antipater, 
but  even  by  Alexander.3 

It  deserves  particular  notice,  that  though  the  macedonizing 
policy  was  now  decidedly  in  the  ascendent  —  accepted,  even  by 
dissentients,  as  the  only  course  admissible  under  the  circumstan¬ 
ces,  and  confirmed  the  more  by  each  successive  victory  of  Alex¬ 
ander  —  yet  statesmen,  like  Lykurgus  and  Demosthenes,  of  no¬ 
torious  anti-Macedonian  sentiment,  still  held  a  conspicuous  and 

1  “  Siiwe  Macedonian  dominion  became  paramount  (observes  Bern  >sthe- 
nes,  Be  CoronS,  p.  331),  Aeschines  and  men  of  his  stamp  are  in  full  ascend 
ency  and  affluence  —  I  am  impotent :  there  is  no  place  at  Athens  for  free 
citizens  and  counsellors,  but  only  for  men  who  do  what  they  are  ordered 
and  flatter  the  ruling  potentate.” 

*  Arrian,  i.  29,  8 


3  Plutarch,  Phokion,  30. 
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influential  position,  though  of  course  restricted  to  matters  of  in¬ 
ternal  administration.  Thus  Lykurgus  continued  to  be  the  real 
acting  minister  of  finance,  for  three  successive  Panathenaic  inter¬ 
vals  of  four  years  each,  or  for  an  uninterrupted  period  of  twelve 
years.  He  superintended  not  merely  the  entire  collection,  but 
also  the  entire  disbursement  of  the  public  revenue ;  rendering 
strict  periodical  account,  yet  with  a  financial  authority  greater 
than  had  belonged  to  any  statesman  since  Perikles.  He  im¬ 
proved  the  gymnasia  and  stadia  of  the  city  —  multiplied  the  do¬ 
natives  and  sacred  furniture  in  the  temples  —  enlarged,  or  con¬ 
structed  anew,  docks  and  arsenals,  —  provided  a  considerable 
stock  of  arms  and  equipments,  military  as  well  as  naval  —  and 
maintained  four  hundred  triremes  in  a  seaworthy  condition,  for 
the  protection  of  Athenian  commerce.  In  these  extensive  func¬ 
tions  he  was  never  superseded,  though  Alexander  at  one  time 
sent  to  require  the  surrender  of  his  person,  which  was  refused  by 
the  Athenian  people.1  The  main  cause  of  his  firm  hold  upon 
the  public  mind,  was,  his  known  and  indisputable  pecuniary  pro¬ 
bity,  wherein  he  was  the  parallel  of  Phokion. 

As  to  Demosthenes,  he  did  not  hold  any  such  commanding 
public  appointments  as  Lykurgus ;  but  he  enjoyed  great  esteem 
and  sympathy  from  the  people  generally,  for  his  marked  line  of 
public  counsel  during  the  past.  The  proof  of  this  is  to  be  found 


1  See  the  remarkable  decree  in  honor  of  Lykurgus,  passed  by  the  Atheni¬ 
an  people  seventeen  or  eighteen  years  after  his  death,  in  the  archonship  of 
Anaxikrates,  b.  c.  307  (Plutarch,  Vit.  X.  Oratt.  p.  852).  The  reciting  por 
tion  of  this  decree,  constituting  four-fifths  of  the  whole,  goes  over  the  public 
conduct  of  Lykurgus,  and  is  very  valuable. 

It  seems  that  the  twelve  years  of  financial  administration  exercised  by 
Lykurgus,  are  to  be  taken  probably,  either  from  342-330  b.  c.  —  or  four 
years  later,  from  338-326  b.  c.  Boeckh  leaves  the  point  undetermined  be¬ 
tween  the  two.  Droysen  and  Meier  prefer  the  earlier  period  —  O.  Muller 
the  later.  (Boeckh,  Urkunden  fiber  das  Attische  Seewesen,  also  the  sec¬ 
ond  edition  of  his  Staats-haushaltung  der  Athener,  vol.  ii.  p.  114-118). 

The  total  of  public  money,  recorded  by  the  Inscription  as  having  passed 
through  the  hands  of  Lykurgus  in  the  twelve  years,  was  18,900  talents  = 
£  4,340,000,  or  thereabouts.  He  is  said  to  have  held,  besides,  in  deposit,  a 
great  deal  of  money  entrusted  to  him  by  private  individuals.  His  official 
duties  as  treasurer  were  discharged,  for  the  first  four  years,  in  his  own  name 
during  the  last  eight  years,  in  the  names  of  two  different  rierds. 


280 


HISTORY  OF  GREECE. 


in  one  very  significant  fact.  The  indictment,  against  Ktesiphon's 
motion  for  crowning  Demosthenes,  was  instituted  by  ^Eschines, 
and  official  entry  made  of  it,  before  the  death  of  Philip  —  which 
event  occurred  in  August  336  b.  c.  Yet  JEschines  did  not  ven 
ture  to  bring  it  on  for  trial  until  August  330  b.  c.,  after  Antipa 
ter  had  subdued  the  ill-fated  rising  of  the  Lacedaemon ian  king 
Agis  ;  and  even  at  that  advantageous  moment,  when  the  macedon- 
izers  seemed  in  full  triumph,  he  signally  failed.  We  thus  per* 
ceive,  that  though  Phokion  and  Demades  were  now  the  leaders 
of  Athenian  affairs,  as  representing  a  policy  which  every  one  felt 
to  be  unavoidable  —  yet  the  preponderant  sentiment  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  went  with  Demosthenes  and  Lykurgus.  In  fact,  we  shall 
see  that  after  the  Lamian  war,  Antipater  thought  it  requisite  to 
subdue  or  punish  this  sentiment  by  disfranchising  or  deporting 
two-thirds  of  the  citizens.1  It  seems  however  that  the  anti-Mace¬ 
donian  statesmen  were  very  cautious  of  giving  offence  to  Alex¬ 
ander,  between  334  and  330  b.  c.  Ktesiphon  accepted  a  mis¬ 
sion  of  condolence  to  Kleopatra,  sister  of  Alexander,  on  the  death 
of  her  husband  Alexander  of  Epirus ;  and  Demosthenes  stands 
accused  of  having  sent  humble  and  crouching  letters  to  Alexan¬ 
der  (the  Great)  in  Phenicia,  during  the  spring  of  331  B.  c. 
This  assertion  of  AEschines,  though  not  to  be  trusted  as  correct, 
indicates  the  general  prudence  of  Demosthenes  as  to  his  known 
and  formidable  enemy.2 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  28. 

s  Aeschines  (adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  635)  mentions  this  mission  of  Ktesiphon  to 
Kleopatra.  He  also  (in  the  same  oration,  p.  550)  charges  Demosthenes 
with  having  sent  letters  to  Alexander,  soliciting  pardon  and  favor.  He 
states  that  a  young  man  named  Aristion,  a  friend  of  Demosthenes,  was 
much  about  the  person  of  Alexander,  and  that  through  him  the  letters  were 
sent.  He  cites  as  his  authority  the  seamen  of  the  public  Athenian  vessel 
called  Paralus,  and  the  Athenian  envoys  who  went  to  Alexander  in  Phe¬ 
nicia  in  the  spring  or  summer  of  331  b.  c.  (compare  Arrian,  iii.  6,  3). 
Hyperides  also  seems  to  have  advanced  the  like  allegation  against  Demos¬ 
thenes  —  see  Ilarpokration,  v  ’A ptcriuv. 

The  fragments  of  the  oration  of  Hyperides  in  defence  of  Euxenippus 
(recently  published  by  Mr.  Churchill  Babington),  delivered  at  some  period 
during  the  reign  of  Alexander,  give  general  evidence  of  the  wide-spread 
feeling  of  jealous  aversion  to  the  existing  Macedonian  ascendency.  Euxe¬ 
nippus  had  been  accused  o:  devotion  to  Macedonia  j  Hyperides  strenuously 
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It  was  not  from  Athens,  but  from  Sparta,  that  anti-Macedon¬ 
ian  movements  now  took  rise. 

In  the  decisive  battle  unsuccessfully  fought  by  Athens  and 
Thebes  at  Chaeroneia  against  Philip,  the  Spartans  had  not  been 
concerned.  Their  king  Archidamus, —  who  had  been  active 
conjointly  with  Athens  in  the  Sacred  War,  trying  to  uphold  the 
Phokians  against  Philip  and  the  Thebans,  —  had  afterwards 
withdrawn  himself  from  Central  Greece  to  assist  the  Tarentines 
in  Italy,  and  had  been  slain  in  a  battle  against  the  Messapians.1 
He  was  succeeded  by  his  son  Agis,  a  brave  and  enterprising 
man,  under  whom  the  Spartans,  though  abstaining  from  hostili¬ 
ties  against  Philip,  resolutely  declined  to  take  part  in  the  synod 
at  Corinth,  whereby  the  Macedonian  prince  was  nominated 
Leader  of  the  Greeks ;  and  even  persisted  in  the  same  denial  on 
Alexander’s  nomination  also.  When  Alexander  sent  to  Athens 
three  hundred  panoplies  after  his  victory  at  the  Granikus,  to  be 
dedicated  in  the  temple  of  Athene,  he  expressly  proclaimed  in 
the  inscription,  that  they  were  dedicated  “  by  Alexander  and  the 
Greeks,  excepting  the  Lacedaemonians .”2  Agis  took  the  lead  in 
trying  to  procure  Persian  aid  for  anti-Macedonian  operations  in 
Greece.  Towards  the  close  of  summer  333  b.  c.,  a  little  before 
the  battle  of  Issus,  he  visited  the  Persian  admirals  at  Chios,  to 
solicit  men  and  money  for  intended  action  in  Peloponnesus.8  At 
that  moment,  they  were  not  zealous  in  the  direction  of  Greece, 
anticipating  (as  most  Asiatics  then  did)  the  complete  destruction 
of  Alexander  in  Kilikia.  As  soon,  however,  as  the  disaster  of 
Issus  became  known,  they  placed  at  the  disposal  of  Agis  thirty 
talents  and  ten  triremes ;  which  he  employed,  under  his  brother 
Agesilaus,  in  making  himself  master  of  Krete  —  feeling  that  no 
movement  in  Greece  could  be  expected  at  such  a  discouraging 
crisis.  Agis  himself  soon  afterwards  went  to  that  island,  having 


denies  it,  saying  that  Euxenippus  had  never  been  in  Macedonia,  nor  ever 
conversed  with  any  Macedonian  who  came  to  Athens.  Even  boys  at 
school  (says  Hyperides)  know  the  names  of  the  corrupt  orators,  or  servile 
flatterers,  who  serve  Macedonia  —  Euxenippus  is  not  among  them  (p  11, 
12). 

1  Plutarch,  Camill.  19  ;  Diodor.  xvi.  88;  Plutarch,  Agis,  3. 

*  Arrian,  i.  16,  11  :  compare  Pausan.  vii.  10,  1. 

J  Arrian,  ii.  13,  4 
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strengthened  himself  by  a  division  of  the  Greek  mercenaries  who 
had  fought  under  Darius  at  Issus.  In  Krete,  he  appears  to  have 
had  considerable  temporary  success ;  and  even  in  Peloponnesus, 
he  organized  some  demonstrations,  which  Alexander  sent  Am- 
photerus  with  a  large  naval  force  to  repress,  in  the  spring  of  331 
b.  c.1  At  that  time,  Phenicia,  Egypt,  and  all  the  naval  mastery 
of  the  Aegean,  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  conqueror,  so 
that  the  Persians  had  no  direct  means  of  acting  upon  Greece. 
Probably  Amphoterus  recovered  Krete,  but  he  had  no  land-force 
to  attack  Agis  in  Peloponnesus. 

In  October  331  b.  c.,  Darius  was  beaten  at  Arbela  and  be¬ 
came  a  fugitive  in  Media,  leaving  Babylon,  Susa,  and  Persepolis, 
with  the  bulk  of  his  immense  treasures,  as  a  prey  to  the  con¬ 
queror  during  the  coming  winter.  After  such  prodigious  acces¬ 
sions  to  Alexander’s  force,  it  would  seem  that  any  anti-Macedon¬ 
ian  movement,  during  the  spring  of  330  b.  c.,  must  have  been 
obviously  hopeless  and  even  insane.  Yet  it  was  just  then  that 
King  Agis  found  means  to  enlarge  his  scale  of  operations  in  Pe¬ 
loponnesus,  and  prevailed  on  a  considerable  body  of  new  allies 
to  join  him.  As  to  himself  personally,  he  and  the  Lacedaemon¬ 
ians  had  been  previously  in  a  state  of  proclaimed  war  with  Mace¬ 
donia,2  and  therefore  incurred  little  additional  risk ;  moreover,  it 


1  Arrian,  iii.  6,  4  :  Diodor.  xvii.  48;  Curtius,  iv.  1,  39.  It  is  to  this  war 
in  Krete,  between  Agis  and  the  Macedonian  party  and  troops,  that  Aristotle 
probably  alludes  (in  the  few  words  contained,  Politica,  ii.  7,  8),  as  having 
exposed  the  weakness  of  the  Kretan  institutions  —  see  Schneider’s  note  on 
the  passage.  At  least  we  do  not  know  of  any  other  event,  suitable  to  the 
words. 

2  Alexander,  as  soon  as  he  got  possession  of  the  Persian  treasures  at 
Susa  (about  December  331  b.  c.),  sent  a  large  remittance  of  3000  talents  to 
Antipater,  as  means  for  carrying  on  the  war  against  the  Lacedaemonians 
(Arrian,  iii.  16.  17).  The  manifestations  of  Agis  in  Peloponnesus  had  be¬ 
gun  in  the  spring  of  331  b.  c.  (Arrian,  iii.  6,  4) ;  but  his  aggressive  move¬ 
ments  in  Peloponnesus  did  not  assume  formidable  proportions  until  the 
spring  of  330  b.  c.  At  the  date  of  the  speech  of  ASschines  against  Ktesi 
phon  (August  330  b.  c.),  the  decisive  battle  by  which  Antipater  crushed 
the  forces  of  Agis  had  only  recently  occurred  ;  for  the  Lacedaemonian  pris¬ 
oners  were  only  about  to  be  sent  to  Alexander  to  learn  their  fate  (JEsch.  adv. 
Kt.  p.  524).  Curtius  ( vii.  1 .  21 )  is  certainly  mistaken  in  saying  that  the 
contest  was  terminated  before  the  battle  of  Arbela.  Moreover,  there  were 
Lacedaunonian  envoys,  present  with  Darius  until  a  few  days  before  1  is  death 
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ras  one  ot  the  effects  of  the  Asiatic  disasters  to  cast  back  upon 
Greece  small  bands  of  soldiers  who  had  hitherto  found  service  in 
the  Persian  armies.  These  men  willingly  came  to  Cape  Tsena- 
rus  to  enlist  under  a  warlike  king  of  Sparta;  so  that  Agis  found 
himself  at  the  head  of  a  force  which  appeared  considerable  to 
Peloponnesians,  familiar  only  with  the  narrow  scale  of  Grecian 
war-muster,  though  insignificant  as  against  Alexander  or  his 
viceroy  in  Macedonia.1  An  unexpected  ray  of  hope  broke  out 
from  the  revolt  of  Memnon,  the  Macedonian  governor  of  Thrace. 
Antipater  was  thus  compelled  to  withdraw  some  of  his  forces  to 
a  considerable  distance  from  Greece ;  while  Alexander,  victori¬ 
ous  as  he  was,  being  in  Persis  or  Media,  east  of  Mount  Zagros, 
appeared  in  the  eyes  of  a  Greek  to  have  reached  the  utmost  lim¬ 
its  of  the  habitable  world.2  Of  this  partial  encouragement  Agis 
took  advantage,  to  march  out  of  Lakonia  with  all  the  troops, 
mercenary  and  native,  that  he  could  muster.  He  called  on  the 
Peloponnesians  for  a  last  effort  against  Macedonian  dominion, 
while  Darius  still  retained  all  the  eastern  half  of  his  empire,  and 
while  support  from  him  in  men  and  money  might  yet  be  antici¬ 
pated.3 

Respecting  this  war,  we  know  very  few  details.  At  first,  a 
flush  of  success  appeared  to  attend  Agis.  The  Eleians,  the 
Achaeans  (except  Pellene),  the  Arcadians  (except  Megalopolis) 


(July  330  b.  c.),  who  afterwards  fell  into  the  hands  of  Alexander  (Arrian 
iii.  24,  7) ;  these  men  could  hardly  have  known  of  the  prostration  of  their 
country  at  home.  I  suppose  the  victory  of  Antipater  to  have  taken  place 
about  June  330  b.  c.  —  and  the  Peloponnesian  armament  of  Agis  to  have 
been  got  together  about  three  months  before  (March  330  b.  c.) 

Mr.  Clinton  (Fast.  H.  App.  c.  4.  p.  234)  discusses  the  chronology  of  thse 
event,  but  in  a  manner  which  I  cannot  think  satisfactory.  He  seems  itv 
dined  to  put  it  some  months  earlier.  I  see  no  necessity  for  construing  the 
dictum  ascribed  to  Alexander  (Plutarch,  Agesilaus,  15)  as  proving  close 
coincidence  of  time  between  the  battle  of  Arbela  and  the  final  defeat  of 
Agis. 

1  Alexander  in  Media,  when  informed  of  the  whole  affair  after  the  death 
of  Agis,  spoke  of  it  with  contempt  as  a  battle  of  frogs  and  mice,  if  we  are 
to  believe  the  dictum  of  Plutarch,  Agesilaus,  15. 

*  A5schines  adv.  Ktesiphont.  p.  553.  o  d’  ’’Ale^avdpo^  rf/p  Uptrov  mU 
o'lKGVfievrjq  bXiyov  df iv  Tram)<;  fiedeioTr/Kei,  etc. 

Diodor.  xvii.  62  ;  Deinarchus  cont.  Demosthen.  s.  35. 
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and  some  other  Peloponnesians,  joined  his  standard ;  so  that  he 
was  enabled  to  collect  an  army  stated  at  20,000  foot  and  2000 
horse.  Defeating  the  first  Macedonian  forces  sent  against  him, 
.  he  proceeded  to  lay  siege  to  Megalopolis ;  which  city,  now  as 
previously,  was  the  stronghold  of  Macedonian  influence  in  the 
peninsula,  and  was  probably  occupied  by  a  Macedonian  garrison. 
An  impulse  manifested  itself  at  Athens  in  favor  of  active  sym¬ 
pathy  and  equipment  of  a  fleet  to  aid  this  anti-Macedonian 
effort.  It  was  resisted  by  Phokion  and  Demades,  doubtless 
upon  all  views  of  prudence,  but  especially  upon  one  financial 
ground,  taken  by  the  la  ter,  that  the  people  would  be  compelled 
to  forego  the  Theoric  distribution.1  Even  Demosthenes  himself, 
under  circumstances  so  obviously  discouraging,  could  not  recom¬ 
mend  the  formidable  step  of  declaring  against  Alexander  — 
though  he  seems  to  have  indulged  in  the  expression  of  general 
anti-Macedonian  sympathies,  and  to  have  complained  of  the 
helplessness  into  which  Athens  had  been  brought  by  past  bad 
policy.2  Antipater,  closing  the  war  in  Thrace  on  the  best  terms 
that  he  could,  hastened  into  Greece  with  his  full  forces,  and 
reached  Peloponnesus  in  time  to  relieve  Megalopolis,  which  had 
begun  to  be  in  danger.  One  decisive  battle,  which  took  place  in 
Arcadia,  sufficed  to  terminate  the  war.  Agis  and  his  army,  the 
Lacedaemonians  especially,  fought  with  gallantry  and  despera¬ 
tion,  but  were  completely  defeated.  Five  thousand  of  their  men 
were  slain,  including  Agis  himself ;  who,  though  covered  with 
wounds,  disdained  to  leave  the  field,  and  fell  resisting  to  the  last. 
The  victors,  according  to  one  account,  lost  3500  men ;  according 
to  another,  1000  slain,  together  with  a  great  many  wounded. 


1  Plutarch,  Reipubl.  Gerend.  Praecept.  p.  818. 

2  This  is  what  we  make  out,  as  to  the  conduct  of  Demosthenes,  from 
,3Cschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  553. 

It  is  however  difficult  to  believe,  what  iEschines  insinuates,  that  Demos¬ 
thenes  boasted  of  having  himself  got  up  the  Lacedaemonian  movement  — 
and  yet  that  he  made  no  proposition  or  suggestion  for  countenancing  it. 
Demosthenes  can  hardly  have  lent  any  positive  aid  to  the  proceeding, 
though  of  course  his  anti-Macedonian  feelings  would  be  counted  upon,  in 
case  things  took  a  favorable  turn. 

Deinarchus  ( ut  supra)  also  accnses  Demosthenes  of  having  remained 
inactive  at  this  critical  moment- 
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Tbife  was  a  greater  loss  than  Alexander  had  sustained  either 
Issus  or  at  Arbela ;  a  plain  proof  that  Agis  and  his  companions, 
however  unfortunate  in  the  result,  had  manifested  courage 
worthy  of  the  best  days  of  Sparta. 

The  allied  forces  were  now  so  completely  crushed,  that  all 
submitted  to  Antipater.  Alter  consulting  the  philo-Macedoniao 
synod  at  Corinth,  he  condemned  the  Achaeans  and  Eleians  to 
pay  120  talents  to  Megalopolis,  and  exacted  from  the  Tegeans 
the  punishment  of  those  among  their  leading  men  who  had  ad¬ 
vised  the  war.1  But  he  would  not  take  upon  him  to  determine 
the  treatment  of  the  Lacedaemonians,  without  special  reference 
to  Alexander.  Requiring  from  them  fifty  hostages,  he  sent  up 
to  Alexander  in  Asia  some  Lacedasmonian  envoys  or  prisoners, 
to  throw  themselves  on  his  mercy.2 * * *  We  are  told  that  they  did 
not  reach  the  king  until  a  long  time  afterwards,  at  Baktra ; 8 
what  he  decided  about  Sparta  generally,  we  do  not  know. 

The  rising  of  the  Thebans,  not  many  months  after  Alexander's 
accession,  had  been  the  first  attempt  of  the  Greeks  to  emanci¬ 
pate  themselves  from  Macedonian  dominion ;  this  enterprise  of 
Agis  was  the  second.  Both  unfortunately  had  been  partial,  with¬ 
out  the  possibility  of  any  extensive  or  organized  combination 
beforehand  ;  both  ended  miserably,  riveting  the  chains  of  Greece 
more  powerfully  than  ever.  Thus  was  the  self-defensive  force 
of  Greece  extinguished  piecemeal.  The  scheme  of  Agis  was 
in  fact  desperate  from  the  very  outset,  as  against  the  gigantic 
power  of  Alexander ;  and  would  perhaps  never  have  been  un¬ 
dertaken,  had  not  Agis  himself  been  already  compromised  in 
hostility  against  Macedonia,  before  the  destruction  of  the  Persian 
force  at  Issus.  This  unfortunate  prince,  without  any  superior 
ability  (so  far  as  we  know),  manifested  a  devoted  courage  and 
patriotism  worthy  of  his  predecessor  Leonidas  at  Thermopylae ; 
whose  renown  stands  higher,  only  because  the  cause  in  which  he 
fell  ultimately  triumphed.  The  Athenians  and  rfrfolians,  neither 


1  Curtius,  vi.  1,  15-20;  Diodor.  xvii.  63-73.  After  the  defeat,  a  snspen 

#ive  decree  was  passed  by  the  Spartans,  releasing  from  artfua  those  wh& 

had  escaped  from  the  battle  —  as  had  been  done  after  Leuktra  (Diodor 

X!X.  70). 

*  iEsckines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  524.  3  Curtius,  vii.  4,  32 
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of  w  hom  took  part  with  Agis,  were  now  left,  without  Thebes  and 
Sparta,  as  the  two  great  military  powers  of  Greece  which  will 
appear  presently,  when  we  come  to  the  last  struggle  for  Grecian 
independence  —  the  Lamian  war;  better  combined  and  more 
promising,  yet  not  less  disastrous  in  its  result. 

Though  the  strongest  considerations  of  prudence  kept  Athens 
quiet  during  this  anti-Macedonian  movement  in  Peloponnesus,  a 
powerful  sympathy  must  have  been  raised  among  her  citizens 
while  the  struggle  was  going  on.  Had  Agis  gained  the  victory 
over  Antipater,  the  Athenians  might  probably  have  declared  in 
his  favor ;  and  although  no  independent  position  could  have  been 
permanently  maintained  against  so  overwhelming  an  enemy  as 
Alexander,  yet  considering  that  he  was  thoroughly  occupied  and 
far  in  the  interior  of  Asia,  Greece  might  have  held  out  against 
Antipater  for  an  interval  not  inconsiderable.  In  the  face  of  such 
eventualities,  the  fears  of  the  macedonizing  statesmen  now  in 
power  at  Athens,  the  hopes  of  their  opponents,  and  the  recipro¬ 
cal  antipathies  of  both,  must  have  become  unusually  manifest ; 
so  that  the  reaction  afterwards,  when  the  Macedonian  power 
became  more  irresistible  than  ever,  was  considered  by  the  ene¬ 
mies  of  Demosthenes  to  offer  a  favorable  opportunity  for  ruining 
and  dishonoring  him. 

To  the  political  peculiarity  of  this  juncture  we  owe  the  ju¬ 
dicial  contest  between  the  two  great  Athenian  orators ;  the 
memorable  accusation  of  AEschines  against  Ktesiphon,  for  having 
proposed  a  crown  to  Demosthenes  —  and  the  still  more 
memorable  defence  of  Demosthenes,,  on  behalf  of  his  friend  as 
well  as  of  himself.  It  was  in  the  autumn  or  winter  of  337-336 
B.  c.,  that  Ktesiphon  had  proposed  this  vote  of  public  honor  in 
favor  of  Demosthenes,  and  had  obtained  the  probouleuma  or  pre¬ 
liminary  acquiescence  of  the  senate;  it  was  in  the  .nime  Attic 
year,  and  not  long  afterwards,  that  AEschines  attacked  the  propo¬ 
sition  under  the  Graphe  Paranomon,  as  illegal,  unconstitutional, 
mischievous,  and  founded  on  false  allegations.1  More  than  six 


1  Among  the  various  documents,  real  or  pretended,  inserted  in  the  oration 
of  Demosthenes  De  Corona.  there  appears  one  (p.  266)  purporting  to  be 
the  very  decree  moved  by  Ktesiphon;  and  another  (p.  243)  purporting  to 
be  the  accusation  preferred  by  TEschines.  I  have  already  stated  that  1 
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years  had  thus  elapsed  since  the  formal  entry  of  the  accusation : 
yet  iEschines  had  not  chosen  to  bring  it  to  actual  trial ;  which 
indeed  could  not  be  done  without  some  risk  to  himself,  before 
the  numerous  and  popular  judicature  of  Athens.  Twice  or 
thrice  before  his  accusation  was  entered,  other  persons  had 
moved  to  confer  the  same  honor  upon  Demosthenes,1  and  had 
been  indicted  under  the  Graphe  Paranomo  ;  but  with  such 
signal  ill-success,  that  their  accusers  did  not  obtain  so  much  as 
one-fifth  of  the  suffrages  of  the  Dikasts,  and  therefore  incurred 
(under  the  standing  regulation  of  the  Attic  law)  a  penalty  of 
1000  drachmae.  The  like  danger  awaited  Aeschines  ;  and 
although,  in  reference  to  the  illegality  of  Ktesiphon’s  motion 
(which  was  the  direct  and  ostensible  purpose  aimed  at  under  the 
Graphe  Paranomon),  his  indictment  was  grounded  on  special 


agree  with  Droysen  in  mistrusting  all  the  documents  annexed  to  this  ora 
tion ;  all  of  them  bear  the  name  of  wrong  archons,  most  of  them  names  of 
unknown  archons  ;  some  of  them  do  not  fit  the  place  in  which  they  appear 
See  my  preceding  Vol.  XI.  Ch.  Ixxxix.  p.  424;  Ch  xc.  p.  456-486. 

We  know  from  the  statement  of  iEschines  himself  that  the  motion  of 
Ktesiphon  was  made  after  the  appointment  of  Demosthenes  to  be  one  of  the 
inspectors  of  the  fortifications  of  the  city  ;  and  that  this  appointment  took 
place  in  the  last  month  of  the  archon  Cheerondas  (June  337  b.  c.  —  see 
iEschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  421-426).  We  also  know  that  the  accusation  of 
iEschines  against  Ktesiphon  was  preferred  before  the  assassination  of 
Philip,  which  took  place  in  August  336  b.  c.  (iEschin.  ib.  p.  612,  613).  It 
thus  appears  that  the  motion  of  Ktesiphon  (with  the  probouleuma  which 
followed  upon  it)  must  have  occurred  some  time  during  the  autumn  or 
winter  of  337-336  b.  c.  —  that  the  accusation  of  iEschines  must  have  been 
handed  in  shortly  after  it  —  and  that  this  accusation  cannot  have  been 
handed  in  at  the  date  borne  by  the  pseudo-document,  p.  243  —  the  month 
Elaphebolion  of  the  archon  Chterondas,  which  would  be  anterior  to  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  Demosthenes.  Moreover,  whoever  compares  the  so-called 
motion  of  Ktesiphon,  as  it  stands  inserted  Demosth.  De  Corona,  p.  2G5, 
with  the  words  in  which  iEschines  himself  (Adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  631.  odev  tt]v 
apxt/v  tov  tyr]<pL<j paroi ~  enoir/acj,  see  also  p.  439)  describes  the  exordium  of 
that  motion,  will  see  that  it  cannot  be  genuine. 

1  Demosthenes  De  Corona,  p.  253,  302,  303,  310.  He  says  (p.  267-313) 
that  he  had  been  crowned  ofte ?.  (iroXXaKig)  by  the  Athenians  and  other 
Greek  cities.  The  crown  which  he  received  on  the  motion  of  Aristonikua 
(after  the  successes  against  Philip  at  Byzantium  and  the  Chersonesus,  eta 
in  340  b.  c.)  wxs  the  second  crown  (p  253^ — Plutarch.  Vit.  X.  Oratt.  p 
848. 
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circumstances  such  as  the  previous  accusers  may  not  have  been 
able  to  show,  still  it  was  not  his  real  object  to  confine  himself 
within  this  narrow  and  technical  argument.  He  intended  to  en¬ 
large  the  range  of  accusation,  so  as  to  include  the  whole  charac¬ 
ter  and  policy  of  DemoThenes  ;  who  would  thus,  if  the  verdict 
went  against  him,  stand  publicly  dishonored  both  as  citizen  and  as 
politician.  Unless  this  latter  purpose  were  accomplished,  indeed, 
Aeschines  gained  nothing  by  bringing  the  indictment  into  court; 
for  the  mere  entry  of  the  indictment  would  have  already  pro¬ 
duced  the  effect  of  preventing  the  probouleuma  from  passing  into 
a  decree,  and  the  crown  from  being  actually  conferred.  Doubt¬ 
less  Ktesiphon  and  Demosthenes  might  have  forced  iEschines 
to  the  alternative  of  either  dropping  his  indictment  or  bringing 
it  into  the  Dikastery.  Bnt  this  was  a  forward  challenge,  which, 
in  reference  to  a  purely  honorary  vote,  they  had  not  felt  bold 
enough  to  send ;  especially  after  the  capture  of  Thebes  in  335 
B.  c.  when  the  victorious  Alexander  demanded  the  surrender  of 
Demosthenes  with  several  other  citizens. 

In  this  state  of  abeyance  and  compromise  —  Demosthenes  en¬ 
joying  the  inchoate  honor  of  a  complimentary  vote  from  the  sen¬ 
ate,  Aeschines  intercepting  it  from  being  matured  into  a  vote  of 
the  people  —  both  the  vote  and  the  indictment  had  remained  for 
rather  more  than  six  years.  But  the  accuser  now  felt  encour¬ 
aged  to  push  his  indictment  to  trial,  under  the  reactionary  party 
feeling,  following  on  abortive  anti-Macedonian  hopes,  which  suc¬ 
ceeded  to  the  complete  victory  of  Antipater  over  Agis,  and  which 
brought  about  the  accusation  of  anti-Macedonian  citizens  in 
Naxos,  Thasos,  and  other  Grecian  cities  also.1  Amidst  the  fears 
prevalent  that  the  victor  would  carry  his  resentment  still  farther, 
iEschines  could  now  urge  that  Athens  was  disgraced  by  having 
adopted  or  even  approved  the  policy  of  Demosthenes,2  and  that 


'  Demosthenes  De  Coron&,  p.  294. 

*  iEschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  645.  dia/?e/?A?ro* *  <T  rjpuv  ij  ironic  £k  tuv  Arj- 
fiocdevov  f  tco'Ait£v/j.ut(m)v  tt  e  c  i  t  or)  ^  vvv  k  a  i  pov  f  •  dogere  6’  k&v  /uiv 
tgvtov  OT£(f>av(l)CFTjTe ,  6  p  o  y  v  u  p  o  v  e  $  e  Iv  a  i  role  napafiaivovot 

T  7}  V  K  0  l  V  7f  V  £  l  pT)  V  T]  V  •  tUV  (5f  TOVVUVTIOV  TOVTOV  7Tpd^7/T£,  UUO?lV(T£T£  rdp 

ifjfiov  tuv  airiuv. —  Compare  with  this,  the  last  sentence  of  the  oration  of 
Demosthenes  in  reply,  where  he  s  uts  up  a  prayer  to  the  gods  —  fjpiv 
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an  emphatic  condemnation  of  him  was  the  only  way  of  clearing 
her  from  the  charge  of  privity  with  those  who  had  raised  the 
standard  against  Macedonian  supremacy.  In  an  able  and  bitter 
harangue,  AEschines  first  shows  that  the  motion  of  Ktesiphon 
was  illegal,  in  consequence  of  the  public  official  appointments 
held  by  Demosthenes  at  the  moment  when  it  was  proposed  — 
next  he  enters  at  large  into  the  whole  life  and  character  of  De¬ 
mosthenes,  to  prove  him  unworthy  of  such  an  honor,  even  if  there 
had  been  no  formal  grounds  of  objection.  He  distributes  the  en¬ 
tire  life  of  Demosthenes  into  four  periods,  the  first  ending  at  the 
peace  of  346  b.  c.,  between  Philip  and  the  Athenians  —  the 
second,  ending  with  the  breaking  out  of  the  next  ensuing  war  in 
341-340  b.  c.  —  the  third,  ending  with  the  disaster  at  Chaero- 
neia  —  the  fourth,  comprising  all  the  time  following.1  Through¬ 
out  all  the  four  periods,  he  denounces  the  conduct  of  Demos¬ 
thenes  as  having  been  corrupt,  treacherous,  cowardly,  and  ruin¬ 
ous  to  the  city.  What  is  more  surprising  still  —  he  expressly 
charges  him  with  gross  subservience  both  to  Philip  and  to  Alex¬ 
ander,  at  the  very  time  when  he  was  taking  credit  for  a  patriotic 
and  intrepid  opposition  to  them.2 * * * * * 

That  Athens  had  undergone  sad  defeat  and  humiliation,  hav¬ 
ing  been  driven  from  her  independent  and  even  presidential  po¬ 
sition  into  the  degraded  character  of  a  subject  Macedonian  city, 
since  the  time  when  Demosthenes  first  began  political  life  —  was 
a  fact  but  too  indisputable.  JEschines  even  makes  this  a  part 
of  his  case  ;  arraigning  the  traitorous  mismanagement  of  Demos¬ 
thenes  as  the  cause  of  so  melancholy  a  revolution,  and  denounc¬ 
ing  him  as  candidate  for  public  compliment  or  no  better  plea 
than  a  series  of  public  calamities.8  Having  thus  animadverted 
on  the  conduct  of  Demosthenes  prior  to  the  battle  of  Chseroneia, 
iEschines  proceeds  to  the  more  recent  past,  and  contends  that 


rotf  hoLTZolq  ttjv  rax'iOTTjv  (VKaWay-qv  t  uv  e  tt  77  p  r  rj  [i  e  v  u  v  0  6  /3  u  v  dorc 

K al  ouTTjpiav  actyakr). 

The  mention  by  iEschines  (immediately  before)  of  the  Pythian  games, 

as  about  to  be  celebrated  in  a  few  days,  marks  the  date  of  this  judicial 

trial  —  August,  330  b.  c. 

1  AEschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  443. 

8  AEschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  pp.  449,  456,  467,  551 

8  AEschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  pp.  526,  538,  541. 
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Demosthenes  cannot  be  sincere  in  his  pretended  enmity  to  Ale* » 
ander,  because  he  has  let  slip  three  successive  occasions,  all 
highly  favorable,  for  instigating  Athens  to  hostility  against  the 
Macedonians.  Of  these  three  occasions,  the  first  was,  when  Al¬ 
exander  first  crossed  into  Asia ;  the  second,  immediately  before 
the  battle  of  Issus  ;  the  third,  during  the  hush  of  success  obtained 
by  Agis  in  Peloponnesus.1  On  neither  of  these  occasions  did 
Demosthenes  call  for  any  public  action  against  Macedonia;  a 
proof  (according  to  Aeschines)  that  his  anti-Macedonian  profes¬ 
sions  were  insincere. 

I  have  more  than  once  remarked,  that  considering  the  bitter 
enmity  between  the  two  orators,  it  is  rarely  safe  to  trust  the  un¬ 
supported  allegation  of  either  against  the  other.  But  in  regard 
to  the  last-mentioned  charges  advanced  by  Aeschines,  there  is 
enough  of  known  fact,  and  we  have  independent  evidence,  such 
as  is  not  often  before  us,  to  appreciate  him  as  an  accuser  of  De¬ 
mosthenes.  The  victorious  career  of  Alexander,  set  forth  in  the 
preceding  chapters,  proves  amply  that  not  one  of  the  three  pe¬ 
riods,  here  indicated  by  Aeschines,  presented  even  decent  encour¬ 
agement  for  a  reasonable  Athenian  patriot,  to  involve  his  coun¬ 
try  in  warfare  against  so  formidable  an  enemy.  Nothing  can  be 
more  frivolous  than  these  charges  against  Demosthenes,  of  hav¬ 
ing  omitted  promising  seasons  for  anti-Macedonian  operations. 
Partly  for  this  reason,  probably,  Demosthenes  does  not  notice 
them  in  his  reply ;  still  more,  perhaps,  on  another  ground,  that 
it  was  not  safe  to  speak  out  what  he  thought  and  felt  about  Alex¬ 
ander.  His  reply  dwells  altogether  .upon  the  period  before  the 
death  of  Philip.  Of  the  boundless  empire  subsequently  acquired, 
by  the  son  of  Philip,  he  speaks  only  to  mourn  it  as  a  wretched 
visitation  of  fortune,  which  has  desolated  alike  the  Hellenic  and 
the  barbaric  world  —  in  which  Athens  has  been  engulfed  along 
with  others  —  and  from  which  even  those  faithless  and  trimming 
Greeks,  who  helped  to  aggrandize  Philip,  have  not  escaped  bet¬ 
ter  than  Athens,  nor  indeed  so  well.2 

I  shall  not  here  touch  upon  the  Demosthenic  speech  De  Cor¬ 
ona  in  a  rhetorical  point  of  view,  nor  add  anything  to  those  en< 


1  Aeschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  551-553. 

2  Demosthen.  De  Coron&.  p.  311-31  fi 
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comiums  which  have  been  pronounced  upon  it  with  one  voice, 
both  in  ancient  and  in  modern  times,  as  the  unapproachable  mas¬ 
terpiece  of  Grecian  oratory.  To  this  work  it  belongs  as  a  por¬ 
tion  of  Grecian  history ;  a  retrospect  of  the  efforts  made  by  a 
patriot  and  a  statesman  to  uphold  the  dignity  of  Athens  and  the 
autonomy  of  the  Grecian  world,  against  a  dangerous  aggressor 
from  without.  How  these  efforts  were  directed,  and  how  they 
lamentably  failed,  has  been  recounted  in  my  last  preceding  vol¬ 
ume.  Demosthenes  here  passes  them  in  review,  replying  to  the 
criminations  against  his  public  conduct  during  the  interval  of  ten 
years,  between  the  peace  of  346  b.  c.,  (or  the  period  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  it)  and  the  death  of  Philip.  It  is  remarkable, 
that  though  professing  to  enter  upon  a  defence  of  his  whole  pub¬ 
lic  life,1  he  nevertheless  can  afford  to  leave  unnoticed  that  por 
tion  of  it  which  is  perhaps  the  most  honorable  to  him  —  the  early 
period  of  his  first  Philippics  and  Olynthiacs  —  when,  though  a 
politician  as  yet  immature  and  of  no  established  footing,  he  was 
the  first  to  descry  in  the  distance  the  perils  threatened  by  Phil¬ 
ip’s  aggrandizement,  and  the  loudest  in  calling  for  timely  and  en¬ 
ergetic  precautions  against  it ;  in  spite  of  apathy  and  murmurs 
from  older  politicians  as  well  as  from  the  general  public.  Be¬ 
ginning  with  the  peace  of  346  b.  c.,  Demosthenes  vindicates 
his  own  share  in  the  antecedents  of  that  event  against  the  char¬ 
ges  of  iEschines,  whom  he  denounces  as  the  cause  of  all  the  mis¬ 
chief  ;  a  controversy  which  I  have  already  tried  to  elucidate,  in 
my  last  volume.  Passing  next  to  the  period  after  that  peace  — 
to  the  four  years  first  of  hostile  diplomacy,  then  of  hostile  action, 
against  Philip,  which  ended  with  the  disaster  of  Chseroneia — 
Demosthenes  is  not  satisfied  with  simple  vindication.  He  re-as- 
serts  this  policy  as  matter  of  pride  and  honor,  in  spite  of  its  re¬ 
sults.  He  congratulates  his  countrymen  on  having  manifested  a 
Pan-hellenic  patriotism  worthy  of  their  forefathers,  and  takes  to 
himself  only  the  credit  of  having  been  forward  to  proclaim  and 
cariy  out  this  glorious  sentiment  common  to  all.  Fortune  has 
been  adverse ;  yet  the  vigorous  anti-Macedonian  policy  was  no 
mistake  ;  Demosthenes  swears  it  by  the  combatants  of  Marathon, 


1  Demosthen.  De  Corona,  p.  227.  fie'X'kuv  tov  re  cdiov  (3iov  7r  a 
if  lot/tf,  ?lo)ov  didovai  rr/u.eoov  nai  tcjv  Kotvy  Trrrro?i.iTev/xtvcjv,  etc. 


292 


HISTORY  OF  GREECE. 


Platsea  a^d  Salamis.1  To  have  had  a  foreign  dominion  obtruded 
upon  Gree<  e,  is  an  overwhelming  calamity  ;  but  to  have  had  this 
accomplished  without  strenuous  resistance  on  the  part  of  Athens, 
would  have  been  calamity  aggravated  by  dishonor. 

Conceived  in  this  sublime  strain,  the  reply  of  Demosthenes  to 
his  rival  has  an  historical  value,  as  a  funeral  oration  of  extinct 
Athenian  and  Grecian  freedom.  Six  years  before,  the  orator 
had  been  appointed  by  his  countrymen  to  deliver  the  usual  pub¬ 
lic  oration  over  the  warriors  slain  at  Cligeroneia.  That  speech 
is  now  lost,  but  it  probably  touched  upon  the  same  topics. 
Though  the  sphere  of  action,  of  every  Greek  city  as  well  as  of 
every  Greek  citizen,  was  now  cramped  and  confined  by  irresisti¬ 
ble  Macedonian  force ;  there  still  remained  the  sentiment  of  full 
political  freedom  and  dignity  enjoyed  during  the  past  —  the  ad¬ 
miration  of  ancestors  who  had  once  defended  it  successfully  — 
and  the  sympathy  with  leaders  who  had  recently  stood  forward 
to  uphold  it,  however  unsuccessfully.  It  is  among  the  most 
memorable  facts  in  Grecian  history,  that  in  spite  of  the  victory 
of  Philip  at  Chaeroneia  —  in  spite  of  the  subsequent  conquest  of 
Thebes  by  Alexander,  and  the  danger  of  Athens  after  it  —  in 
spite  of  the  Asiatic  conquests  which  had  since  thrown  all  Per¬ 
sian  force  into  the  hands  of  the  Macedonian  king  —  the  Athen¬ 
ian  people  could  never  be  persuaded  either  to  repudiate  Demos¬ 
thenes,  or  to  disclaim  sympathy  with  his  political  policy.  How 
much  art  and  ability  was  employed,  to  induce  them  to  do  so,  by 
his  numerous  enemies,  the  speech  of  fEschines  is  enough  to 
teach  us.  And  when  we  consider  how  easily  the  public  sicken 
of  schemes  which  end  in  misfortune  —  how  great  a  mental  relief 
is  usually  obtained  by  throwing  blame  on  unsuccessful  leaders  — 
it  would  have  been  no  matter  of  surprise,  if,  in  one  of  the  many 
prosecutions  wherein  the  fame  of  Demosthenes  was  involved,  the 
Dikasts  had  given  a  verdict  unfavorable  to  him.  That  he  al¬ 
ways  came  off  acquitted,  and  even  honorably  acquitted,  is  a 


1  Demosthen.  De  Corona,  p.  297.  aW  ovi c  £otiv,  ovk.  Iotlv  onus  fjfiap* 
rere,  avfipec  ’ AdiyvaZoi,  rdv  vtt ep  Tfjg  airavruv  £2.ev&epia<;  nal  a urrjplat 
KLvdvvov  npafievoL  —  ov  /id.  rove  blapaduvi  TrpotuvdvvEvaavTaQ  tuv  Trparyovw 
KCil  roi>c  ev  YV^araialg  Trapara^apevovr  teal  r<si)<;  kv  'LaXapivi  vav\xa\ij<sa» 
rat,  etc.,  the  oath  so  often  cited  and  admired. 


triumph  of  Demosthenes; 


2M 

proof  of  rare  fidelity  and  steadiness  of  mind  in  the  Athenians. 
It  is  a  proof  that  those  noble,  patriotic,  and  Pan-hellenic  senti¬ 
ments,  which  we  constantly  find  inculcated  in  his  orations, 
throughout  a  period  of  twenty  years,  had  sunk  into  the  minds  of 
his  hearers  ;  and  that  amidst  the  many  general  allegations  of  cor¬ 
ruption  against  him,  loudly  proclaimed  by  his  enemies,  there  was 
no  one  well-ascertained  fact  which  they  could  substantiate  before 
the  Dikastery. 

The  indictment  now  preferred  by  iEschines  against  Ktesiphon 
only  procured  for  Demosthenes  a  new  triumph.  When  the  suf¬ 
frages  of  the  Dikasts  were  counted,  JEsehines  did  not  obtain  so 
much  as  one  fifth.  He  became  therefore  liable  to  the  customary 
fine  of  1000  drachmas.  It  appears  that  he  quitted  Athens  im¬ 
mediately,  without  paying  the  fine,  and  retired  into  Asia,  from 
whence  he  never  returned.  He  is  said  to  have  opened  a  rhetor¬ 
ical  school  at  Rhodes,  and  to  have  gone  into  the  interior  of  Asia 
during  the  last  year  of  Alexander’s  life  (at  the  time  when  that 
monarch  was  ordaining  on  the  Grecian  cities  compulsory  restor 
ation  of  all  their  exiles),  in  order  to  procure  assistance  for  return¬ 
ing  to  Athens.  This  project  was  disappointed  by  Alexander’s 
death.1 

We  cannot  suppose  that  iEschines  was  unable  to  pay  the  fine 
of  1000  drachmae,  or  to  find  friends  who  would  pay  it  for  him. 
It  was  not  therefore  legal  compulsion,  but  the  extreme  disap¬ 
pointment  and  humiliation  of  so  signal  a  defeat,  which  made  him 
leave  Athens.  We  must  remember  that  this  was  a  gratuitous 
challenge  sent  by  himself ;  that  the  celebrity  of  the  two  rivals 
had  brought  together  auditors,  not  merely  from  Athens,  but  from 
various  other  Grecian  cities  ;  and  that  the  effect  of  the  speech  of 
Demosthenes  in  his  own  defence,  —  delivered  with  all  his  per¬ 
fection  of  voice  and  action,  and  not  only  electrifying  hearers  by 
the  sublimity  of  its  public  sentiment,  but  also  full  of  admirably 
managed  self-praise,  and  contemptuous  bitterness  towards  his 
rival  —  must  have  been  inexpressibly  powerful  and  commanding. 
Probably  the  friends  of  JEschines  became  themselves  angry  with 
him  for  having  brought  the  indictment  forward.  For  the  effect 


1  See  the  various  lives  or  .dSschines  —  in  Westermann,  Scriptores  Bio* 
graphici,  pp.  268,  269. 
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of  his  defeat  must  have  been  that  the  vote  of  the  Senate  which 
he  indicted,  was  brought  forward  and  passed  in  the  public  as 
sembly ;  and  that  Demosthenes  must  have  received  a  public  cor¬ 
onation.1  In  no  other  way,  under  the  existing  circumstances  of 
Athens,  could  Demosthenes  have  obtained  so  emphatic  a  compli¬ 
ment.  It  is  hardly  surprising,  therefore,  that  such  a  mortifica¬ 
tion  was  insupportable  to  Aeschines.  He  became  disgusted  with 
his  native  city.  We  read  that  afterwards,  in  his  rhetorical 
school  at  Rhodes,  he  one  day  declaimed,  as  a  lesson  to  his  pupils, 
the  successful  oration  of  his  rival,  De  Corona.  Of  course  it  ex¬ 
cited  a  burst  of  admiration.  “  What,  if  you  had  heard  the  beast 
himself  speak  it !  ”  —  exclaimed  iEschines. 

F rom  this  memorable  triumph  of  the  illustrious  orator  and  de¬ 
fendant,  we  have  to  pass  to  another  trial  —  a  direct  accusation 
brought  against  him,  from  which  he  did  not  escape  so  success¬ 
fully.  We  are  compelled  here  to  jump  over  five  years  and  a 
half  (August  330  b.  c.,  to  January  324  b.  c.,)  during  which  we 
have  no  information  about  Grecian  history ;  the  interval  be¬ 
tween  Alexander’s  march  into  Baktria  and  his  return  to  Persia 
and  Susiana.  Displeased  with  the  conduct  of  the  satraps  during 
his  absence,  Alexander  put  to  death  or  punished  several,  and  di¬ 
rected  the  rest  to  disband  without  delay  the  mercenary  soldiers 
whom  they  had  taken  into  pay.  This  peremptory  order  filled 
both  Asia  and  Europe  with  roving  detachments  of  unprovided 
soldiers,  some  of  whom  sought  subsistence  in  the  Grecian  islands 
and  on  the  Lacedaemonian  southern  coast,  at  Cape  Taenarus  in 
Laconia. 

It  was  about  this  period  (the  beginning  of  324  b.  c.,)  that 
Harpalus  the  satrap  of  Babylonia  and  Syria,  becoming  alarmed 
at  the  prospect  of  being  punished  by  Alexander  for  his  ostenta¬ 
tious  prodigalities,  fled  from  Asia  into  Greece,  with  a  considera- 


1  Demosthen.  De  Coron&,  p.  315.  u/Ud  vvvl  rijpepov  iyd  pev  virep  tov 
oretpavu&rjvai  doKipu&pai,  to  de  ppd’  otiovv  abineiv  uvwp.o7i6yrip.cu  —  crol 
de  cvnotyavry  pev  elvai  doneiv  VTcapxet,  ncvdvveveig  <5e  e’ltc  dec  ere  hre  tovto 
t roieiv,  elr’  r/dr)  'nenavo'dai  prj  peraXafiovTa  rb  neprcTov  pepog  twv  ifrycftuv, 
°,tc. 

Yet  Aeschines  had  become  opulent,  according  to  Demosthenes,  p.  329 
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ble  treasure  and  a  body  of  5000  soldiers.1  While  satrap,  he  had 
invited  into  Asia,  in  succession,  two  Athenian  women  as  mis'- 
tresses,  Pythionike  and  Glykera,  to  each  of  whom  he  was  much 
attached,  and  whom  he  entertained  with  lavish  expense  and 
pomp.  On  the  death  of  the  first,  he  testified  his  sorrow  by  two 
costly  funereal  monuments  to  her  memory;  one  at  Babylon,  the 
other  in  Attica,  between  Athens  and  Eleusis.  With  Glykera  he 
is  said  to  have  resided  at  Tarsus  in  Kilikia,  —  to  have  ordered 
that  men  should  prostrate  themselves  before  her,  and  address 
her  as  queen  —  and  to  have  erected  her  statue  along  with  his 
own  at  Rhossus,  a  seaport  on  the  confines  of  Kilikia  and  Syria.2 * 
To  please  these  mistresses,  or  perhaps  to  ensure  a  retreat  for 
himself  in  case  of  need,  he  had  sent  to  Athens  profuse  gifts  of 
wheat  for  distribution  among  the  people,  for  which  he  had  re¬ 
ceived  votes  of  thanks  with  the  grant  of  Athenian  citizenship.8 
Moreover  he  had  consigned  to  Charikles,  son-in-law  of  Phokion, 
the  task  of  erecting  the  monument  in  Attica  to  the  honor  of 
Pythionike ;  with  a  large  remittance  of  money  for  the  purpose.4 * * * 
The  profit  or  embezzlement  arising  out  of  this  expenditure  se¬ 
cured  to  him  the  good  will  of  Charikles  —  a  man  very  different 
from  his  father-in-law,  the  honest  and  austere  Phokion.  Other 
Athenians  were  probably  conciliated  by  various  presents,  so  that 

*  Diodor.  xvii.  108.  He  states  the  treasure  brought  out  of  Asia  by  Har- 
palus  as  5000  talents. 

2  See  the  fragments  of  the  letter  or  pamphlet  of  Theopompus  addressed 
to  Alexander  while  Harpalus  was  still  at  Tarsus,  and  before  his  flight  to 
Athens  —  Theopomp.  Fragm.  277,  278,  ed.  Didot,  ap.  Athenaeum,  xiii.  p. 
586-595.  Theopompus  speaks  in  the  present  tense  —  aal  6  pa  (Harpaius) 
bird  tov  Kaov  i rpoGKVVovfjiEvrjv  (Glykera),  etc.  Kleitarchus  stated  these 
facts,  as  well  as  Theopompus  (Athenae.  ibid.). 

*  Athenceus,  xiii.  p  596  — the  extract  from  the  satirical  drama  called 
Agen,  represented  before  Alexander  at  Susa,  in  the  Dionysiac  festival  or 
early  months  of  324  b.  c 

4  Plutarch,  Phokion,  22;  Pausanias,  i.  37,  4;  Diksearchi  Fragment.  72. 

ed.  Didot. 

Plutarch’s  narrative  is  misleading,  inasmuch  as  it  seems  to  imply  that 

Harpalus  gave  this  money  to  Charikles  after  his  arrival  at  Athens.  We 

know  from  Theopompus  (Fr.  277)  that  the  monument  had  been  finished 
some  time  before  Harpalus  quitted  Asia.  Plutarch  treats  it  as  a  mean  struc¬ 
ture,  unworthy  of  the  sum  expended  on  it;  but  both  Diksearchus  and  Pat 
eanias  describe  il  as  statelv  and  magnificent. 
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when  Harpalus  found  it  convenient  to  quit  Asia,  about  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  324  b.  c.,  he  had  already  acquired  some  hold  both  on 
the  public  of  Athens  and  on  some  of  her  leading  men.  He  sailed 
with  his  treasure  and  his  armament  straight  to  Cape  Sunium  in 
Attica,  from  whence  he  sent  to  ask  shelter  and  protection  in  that 
city.1 

The  first  reports  transmitted  to  Asia  appear  to  have  pro¬ 
claimed  that  the  Athenians  had  welcomed  Harpalus  as  a  friend 
and  ally,  thrown  off  the  Macedonian  yoke,  and  prepared  for  a 
war  to  re-establish  Hellenic  freedom.  Such  is  the  color  of  the 
case,  as  presented  in  the  satiric  drama  called  Agen,  exhibited 
before  Alexander  in  the  Dionysiac  festival  at  Susa,  in  February 
or  March  324  b.  c.  Such  news,  connecting  itself  in  Alexander’s 
mind  with  the  recent  defeat  of  Zopyrion  in  Thrace  and  other 
disorders  of  the  disbanded  mercenaries,  incensed  him  so  much, 
that  he  at  first  ordered  a  fleet  to  be  equipped,  determining  to 
cross  over  and  attack  Athens  in  person.2  But  he  was  presently 


1  Curtius,  x.  2,  1. 

2  Curtius,  x.  2,  1.  “  Igitur  triginta  navibus  Sunium  transmittunt  ”  (Har¬ 
palus  and  his  company),  “unde  portum  urbis  petere  decreverunt.  His 
cognitis,  rex  Harpalo  Atheniensibusque  juxta  infestus,  classem  parariju- 
bet,  Athenas  protinus  petiturus.”  Compare  Justin,  xiii.  5,7 — who  men¬ 
tions  this  hostile  intention  in  Alexander’s  mind,  but  gives  a  different  ac¬ 
count  of  the  cause  of  it. 

The  extract  from  the  drama  Agin  (given  in  Athenaaus,  xiii.  p.  596)  repre¬ 
sents  the  reports  which  excited  this  anger  of  Alexander.  It  was  said  that 
Athens  had  repudiated  her  slavery,  with  the  abundance  which  she  had  be¬ 
fore  enjoyed  under  it,  —  to  enter  upon  a  struggle  for  freedom,  with  the  cer¬ 
tainty  of  present  privations  and  future  ruin  :  — 

A.  ore  pe.v  Haanov  (the  Athenians)  SovXov  knif/odai  ftiov, 
luavbv  ebeinvovv’  v  v  v  6  e,  rbv  xedpona  povov 

nal  tov  pupadov  e  a  #  o  v  o  i ,  nvpovg  6'  ov  udXa. 

B.  kclI  p.T)v  ukovu  pvptubap  tov  " ApiraXov 
avToioi  tuv  ’ kygvoi ;  ovk  e^arrovac 
cnrov  irapanepipai,  nal  ttoVlttjv  yeyovivai . 

A.  FXv/cepac  6  olrog  ovrog  }jv'  korlv  d’  loo jf 
avTolotv  oTied  pov  kovk  haipag  a/){ia[3a)v. 

I  conceive  this  drama  Agen  to  have  been  represented  on  the  banks  of  thi 
Choaspes  (not  the  Hydaspes  —  see  my  note  in  the  Chapter  immediately  pre 
ceding,  p.  240),  that  is,  at  Susa,  in  the  Dionysia  of  324  b  c.  It  is  interest 
Ing  as  a  record  of  the  feelings  of  the  time. 
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calmed  by  more  correct  intelligence,  certifying  that  the  Atheni¬ 
ans  had  positively  refused  to  espouse  the  cause  of  Harpalus.1 

The  fact  of  such  final  rejection  by  the  Athenians  is  quite  indis¬ 
putable.  But  it  seems,  as  far  as  we  can  make  out  from  imper¬ 
fect  evidence,  that  this  step  was  not  taken  without  debate,  nor 
without  symptoms  of  a  contrary  disposition,  sufficient  to  explain 
the  rumors  first  sent  to  Alexander.  The  first  arrival  of  Harpalus 
with  his  armament  at  Sunium,  indeed,  excited  alarm,  as  if  he 
were  coming  to  take  possession  of  Peirasus ;  and  the  admiral 
Philokles  was  instructed  to  adopt  precautions  for  defence  of  the 
harbor.2  But  Harpalus,  sending  away  his  armament  to  Krete 
or  to  Taenarus,  solicited  and  obtained  permission  to  come  to 
Athens,  with  a  single  ship  and  his  own  personal  attendants. 
What  was  of  still  greater  moment,  he  brought  with  him  a  large 
sum  of  money,  amounting,  we  are  told  to  upwards  of  700  talents, 
or  more  than  £160,000.  We  must  recollect  that  he  was  already 
favorably  known  to  the  people  by  large  presents  of  corn,  which 
had  procured  for  him  a  vote  of  citizenship.  He  now  threw  him¬ 
self  upon  their  gratitude  as  a  suppliant  seeking  protection  against 
the  wrath  of  Alexander ;  and  while  entreating  from  the  Atheni¬ 
ans  an  interference  so  hazardous  to  themselves,  he  did  not  omit 
to  encourage  them  by  exaggerating  the  means  at  his  own  dispo¬ 
sal.  He  expatiated  on  the  universal  hatred  and  discontent  felt 
against  Alexander,  and  held  out  assurance  of  being  joined  by 
powerful  allies,  foreign  as  well  as  Greek,  if  once  a  city  like  Ath- 


1  Nevertheless  the  impression,  that  Alexander  was  intending  to  besiege 

Athens,  must  have  prevailed  in  the  army  for  several  months  longer,  during 
the  auturtm  of  324  B.  c.  when  he  was  at  Ekbatana.  Ephippus  the  historian, 
in  recounting  the  flatteries  addressed  to  Alexander  at  Ekbatana,  mentions 
the  rhodomontade  of  a  soldier  named  Gorgus  — -  Fop-yog  6  AAe^- 

avdpov  'Appovog  vlov  GTEtyavol  xpvaolg,  TpcoxMotg,  k  a  l  ora  v  ’A  0  p  v  ag 
'rroTitopKy,  pvplaig  TravorrXiaig  nal  ralg  laaig  KaraTTE^Taig  nai  naai  rotg 
uTCkoig  fisltemv  elg  rdv  -rroTiepov  iaavolg  (Ephippus  ap.  Athenaeum,  xii.  p 
538.  Fragment.  3.  ed  Didot.). 

2  Dienarchus  adv.  Philokl.  s.  1.  tpucKuv  kuTivgeiv  ’Ap-rraliov  eig  tov 
Unpaid  Karax'XevGai,  OTparrjybg  vp£)v  h n  to,  veupia  nai  ryjv  M ovwxtav 
KExeipoTovrjpevog,  etc.  Deinarchus  adv.  Aristogeiton,  s.  4.  og  n ap’  'Aona'XQv 
A afielv  xPVfjLaTa  tTokfiiioev.  ov  ycr&cJV  t)keiv  nara\ritybp.Evov  rrjv  iroAiv 
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ens  would  raise  the  standard  of  liberation.1  To  many  Athenian 
patriots,  more  ardent  than  long-sighted,  such  appeals  inspired  both 
sympathy  and  confidence.  Moreover  Harpalus  would  of  course 
purchase  every  influential  partisan  who  would  accept  a  bribe  ;  in 
addition  to  men  like  Charikles,  who  were  already  in  his  interest. 
His  cause  was  espoused  by  Hyperides,2  an  earnest  anti-Macedo¬ 
nian  citizen,  and  an  orator  second  only  to  Demosthenes.  There 
seems  good  reason  for  believing  that  at  first,  a  strong  feeling  was 
excited  in  favor  of  taking  part  with  the  exile ;  the  people  not 
being  daunted  even  by  the  idea  of  war  with  Alexander.3 

Phokion,  whom  Harpalus  vainly  endeavored  to  corrupt,  re¬ 
sisted  of  course  the  proposition  of  espousing  his  cause.  And  De¬ 
mosthenes  also  resisted  it,  not  less  decidedly,  from  the  very  out- 


1  See  the  new  and  interesting,  though  unfortunately  scanty,  fragments  of 
the  oraticn  of  Hyperides  against  Demosthenes,  published  and  elucidated 
by  Mr.  Churchill  Babington  from  a  recently  discovered  Egyptian  papyrus 
(Cambridge,  1850).  From  Fragm.  14  (p.  38  of  Mr.  Babington’s  edition) 
we  may  see  that  the  promises  mentioned  in  the  text  were  actually  held  out 
by  Harpalus  —  indeed  we  might  almost  have  presumed  it  without  positive 

evidence.  Hyperides  addresses  Demosthenes  —  ravrag  vn . ig  r<p  ip7]<f>'ia- 

fzari,  ovXXaftuv  rdv  ’ApnaXov  xai  rovg  fiiv  aAAowf  anavrag  irpecrfiEVEcrdai 
nETToir)Ka<;  ug  ’A Ae£avdpov,  ovk  E\ovrag  aXkT\v  ov6e/j.uiv  cnrocFTpoipT/v  r  o  i>  g 
de  (3ap8apovg ,  oi  avrol  av  fjKov  <j>EpovTEg  Eig  ravrd  tt)v  dvvapiv ,  exovtec 
rd  ^p^ara  nal  rovg  arpanuTag  ooovg  bnaarog  avruv  eIx£ ,  tov  rovg  a  v  (i- 
n  av  t  ag  ov  p.ovov  k  e  k  u  ?iv  k  a  g  dnoorf/vai  £  k  e  iv  ov  rrj  ovXkrjtyEl 
tov  'ApnaAov,  aAAd  nal . 

From  the  language  thus  used  by  Hyperides  in  his  accusation,  we  are 
made  to  perceive  what  prospects  he  (and- of  course  Harpalus,  upon  whose 
authority  he  must  have  spoken)  had  held  out  to  the  people  when  the  case 
was  first  under  discussion. 

The  fragment  here  cited  is  complete  as  to  the  main  sense,  not  requiring 
very  great  help  from  conjecture.  In  some  of  the  other  fragments,  the  conjec¬ 
tural  restorations  of  Mr.  Babington,  though  highly  probable  and  judicious, 
form  too  large  a  proportion  of  the  whole  to  admit  of  our  citing  them  with 
confidence  as  testimony. 

2  Pollux,  x.  159. 

'  Plutarch,  De  Vitioso  Pudore,  p.  531.  rfiv  yap  'AdTjvaiwv  uppripLEvav 
' ApiraXif)  fiojjTDEiVy  nal  KopvaaovTuv  £i rl  rdv  ’A ?J£avdpov,  ttjatyvrjg  £vE<pdvri 
«J H^o^svog,  6  t6)v  £nl  tfaAdacq?  TTpaypaTuv  ’AXstjavdpov  orparTjyog’  £k nha- 
yevrog  6e  tov  dr/fiov  Kai  oiwnuvTog  did  rdv  <pd[3ov ,  6  ATjpoo&Evijg  —  Tt 
i noirjoovoiv ,  £<f> v,  npbg  rd  vtj'Aiov  IdovTEg ,  ol  fiij  dvva/LiEvoi  npbg  rdv 
avTifttenFiv  • 
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•et.1  Notwithstanding  all  his  hatred  of  Macedonian  supremacy, 
he  could  not  be  blind  to  the  insanity  of  declaring  war  against  AT- 
exander.  Indeed  those  who  study  his  orations  throughout,  will 
find  his  counsels  quite  as  much  distinguished  for  prudence  as  for 
vigorous  patriotism.  His  prudence,  on  this  occasion,  however, 
proved  injurious  to  his  political  position ;  for  while  it  incensed 
Hyperides  and  the  more  sanguine  anti-Macedonians,  it  probably 
did  not  gain  for  himself  anything  beyond  a  temporary  truce  from 
his  old  macedonizing  opponents. 

The  joint  opposition  of  politicians  so  discordant  as  Demosthe 
nes  and  Phokion,  prevailed  over  the  impulse  which  the  partisans 
of  Harpalus  had  created.  No  decree  could  be  obtained  in  his  fa¬ 
vor.  Presently  however  the  case  was  complicated  by  the  coming 
of  envoys  from  Antipater  and  Olympias  in  Macedonia,  requiring 
that  he  should  be  surrendered.2  The  like  requisition  was  also 
addressed  by  the  Macedonian  admiral  Philoxenus,  who  arrived 
with  a  small  squadron  from  Asia.  These  demands  were  refused, 
at  the  instance  of  Phokion  no  less  than  of  Demosthenes.  Never¬ 
theless  the  prospects  of  Macedonian  vengeance  were  now  brought 
in  such  fearful  proximity  before  the  people,  that  all  disposition  to 
support  Harpalus  gave  way  to  the  necessity  of  propitiating 
Alexander.  A  decree  was  passed  to  arrest  Harpalus,  and  to 
place  all  his  money  under  sequestration  in  the  acropolis,  un¬ 
til  special  directions  could  be  received  from  Alexander ;  to 
whom,  apparently,  envoys  were  sent,  carrying  with  them  the 
slaves  of  Harpalus  to  be  interrogated  by  him,  and  instructed  to 
solicit  a  lenient  sentence  at  his  hands.3  Now  it  was  Demosthenes 
who  moved  these  decrees  for  personal  arrest  and  for  sequestra¬ 
tion  of  the  money ; 4  whereby  he  incurred  still  warmer  resent- 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  c.  21 ;  Plutarch,  Demostlien.  25. 

a  Diodor.  xvii.  108. 

3  Deinarchus  adv.  Demosth.  s.  69.  tav  roi)g  naldaq  Karcnrefnpy  (Alexan¬ 

der)  irpbq  rjpaq  rovq  vvv  elq  tavrbv  avaKEKopioptvovq ,  icai  tovtuv  a£tol  rf/v 
aWv fteiav  etc. 

4  See  the  fragment  cited  in  a  preceding  note  from  the  oration  of  Hyperi¬ 
des  against  Demosthenes.  That  it  was  Demosthenes  who  moved  the  decree 
for  de  jositing  the  money  in  the  acropolis,  we  learn  also  from  one  of  his 
other  accusers  —  the  citizen  who  delivered  the  speech  composed  by  Deinar¬ 
chus  (adv.  Demosthen  sect.  68,  71,  89) — lypa^ev  avrbq,  tv  tC 
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ment  from  Hype  rides  and  the  other  Harpalian  partisans,  who  de« 
nounced  him  as'  a  subservient  creature  of  the  all-powerful  mon¬ 
arch.  Harpalus  was  confined,  but  presently  made  his  escape ; 
probably  much  to  the  satisfaction  of  Phokion,  Demosthenes,  and 
every  one  else ;  for  even  those  who  were  most  anxious  to  get  rid 
of  him  would  recoil  from  the  odium  and  dishonor  of  surrendering 
him,  even  under  constraint,  to  a  certain  death.  He  fled  to  Krete, 
where  he  was  soon  after  slain  by  one  of  his  own  companions.* 1 

At  the  time  when  the  decrees  for  arrest  and  sequestration 
were  passed,  Demosthenes  requested  a  citizen  near  him  to  ask 
Harpalus  publicly  in  the  assembly,  what  was  the  amount  of  his 
money,  which  the  people  had  just  resolved  to  impound.2  Harpa¬ 
lus  answered,  720  talents ;  and  Demosthenes  proclaimed  this  sum 
to  the  people,  on  the  authority  of  Harpalus,  dwelling  with  some 
emphasis  upon  its  magnitude.  But  when  the  money  came  to  b* 
counted  in  the  acropolis,  it  was  discovered  that  there  was  in  real¬ 
ity  no  more  than  350  talents.  Now  it  is  said  that  Demosthenes 
did  not  at  once  communicate  to  the  people  this  prodigious  defi¬ 
ciency  in  the  real  sum  as  compared  with  the  announcement  of 
Harpalus,  repeated  in  the  public  assembly  by  himself.  The  im¬ 
pression  prevailed,  for  how  long  a  time  we  do  not  know,  that  720 
Harpalian  talents  had  actually  been  lodged  in  the  acropolis  ;  and 
when  the  truth  became  at  length  known,  great  surprise  and  out- 


6  7/  fi(f)  A  7]  pood  ev  7]  g ,  ug  drj'AovoTL  diKaiov  tov  irpayparog  ovTog,  <f>v?<.a.TTEiv 
A letjdvdpc)  ra  eig  ri)v  ’A ttlkt/v  a^cKopeva  peril  '  kprca'X.ov  xpvpaTa- 

Deinarchus  (adv.  Demosth.  s.  97-106)  accuses  Demosthenes  of  base 
flattery  to  Alexander.  Hyperides  also  makes  the  same  charge  —  see  the 
Fragments  in  Mr.  Babington’s  edition,  sect.  2.  Fr.  11.  p.  12;  sect.  3.  Fr.  5. 
p.  34. 

1  Pausan.  ii.  33,  4;  Diodor.  xvii.  108. 

2  This  material  fact,  of  the  question  publicly  put  to  Harpalus  in  flfie  as¬ 
sembly  by  some  one  at  the  request  of  Demosthenes,  appears  in  the  Frag¬ 
ments  of  Hyperides,  p.  5,  7,  9,  ed.  Babington  —  Kadppevog  naru  vnb  rj ) 

Karaiopy,  iKe’kevoe . tov  x°PevTVv  ipurpocu  rbv  "ApiraXov  oirooa  eh) 

to.  xpvpaTa  T&  iivoiodrjoopeva  eig  ttjv  aKponoTuv  b  de  cnreKpivaro  5n 
iTTrciKoata,  etc. 

The  term  KararopT/  (see  Mr.  Babington's  note)  “designates  a  broad  pas 
sage  occurring  at  intervals  between  the  concentrically  arranged  benches  o/ 
seats  in  a  theatre,  and  running  parallel  with  them/’ 
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cry  were  excited.1  It  was  assumed  that  the  missing  half  of  the 
sum  set  forth  must  have  been  employed  in  corruption  ;  and  sus¬ 
picions  prevailed  against  almost  all  the  orators,  Demosthenes  and 
Hyperides  both  included. 

In  this  state  of  doubt,  Demosthenes  moved  that  the  Senate  of 
Areopagus  should  investigate  the  matter  and  report  who  were 
the  presumed  delinquents9  fit  to  be  indicted  before  the  Dikastery; 
he  declared  in  the  speech  accompanying  his  motion  that  the  real 
delinquents,  whoever  they  might  be,  deserved  to  be  capitally 
punished.  The  Areopagites  delayed  their  report  for  six  months, 
though  Demosthenes  is  said  to  have  called  for  it  with  some  im¬ 
patience.  Search  was  made  in  the  houses  of  the  leading  orators, 
excepting  only  one  who  was  recently  married.3  At  length  the 
report  appeared,  enumerating  several  names  of  citizens  chargea¬ 
ble  with  the  appropriation  of  this  money,  and  specifying  how 
much  had  been  taken  by  each.  Among  these  names  were  Demos¬ 
thenes  himself,  charged  with  20  talents  —  Demades  charged  with 
6000  golden  staters  —  and  other  citizens,  with  different  sums 
attached  to  their  names.4  Upon  this  report,  ten5  public  accusers 
were  appointed  to  prosecute  the  indictment  against  the  persons 
specified,  before  the  Dikastery.  Among  the  accusers  was 
Hyperides,  whose  name  had  not  been  comprised  in  the  Areo- 


1  Plutarch,  Vit.  X.  Orat.  p.  846.  In  the  life  of  Demosthenes  given  by 
Photius  (Cod.  265,  p.  494)  it  is  stated  that  only  308  talents  were  found. 

*  That  this  motion  was  made  by  Demosthenes  himself,  is  a  point  strongly 
pressed  by  his  accuser  Deinarchus  —  adv.  Demosth.  s.  5.  62,  84,  etc. :  com¬ 
pare  also  the  Fragm.  of  Hyperides,  p.  59,  ed.  Babington. 

Deinarchus,  in  his  loose  rhetoric,  tries  to  put  the  case  as  if  Demosthenes 
had  proposed  to  recognize  the  sentence  of  the  Areopagus  as  final  and 
peremptory,  and  stood  therefore  condemned  upon  the  authority  invoked 
by  himself.  But  this  is  refuted  sufficiently  by  the  mere  fact  that  the  trial 
was  instituted  afterwards  ;  besides  that,  it  is  repugnant  to  the  judicial  prac¬ 
tice  of  Athens. 

3  Plutarch,  Demosth.  26.  We  learn  from  Deinarchus  (adv.  Demosth.  s 
46)  that  the  report  of  the  Areopagites  was  not  delivered  until  after  an  intej 
val  of  six  months.  About  their  delay  and  the  impatience  of  Demosthenes 
see  Fragm.  Hyperides,  pp.  12-33,  ed.  Babington. 

4  Deinarchus  adv.  Demosth.  s.  92.  See  the  Fragm.  of  Hyperides  in  Mr 
Babington,  p.  18. 

*  Deinarchus  adv.  Aristogeiton,  s.  6.  Stratokles  wa3  one  of  the  accua 

ere. 
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pagitic  report.  Demosthenes  was  brought  to  trial,  first  of  all  the 
persons  accused,  before  a  numerous  Dikastery  of  1500  citizens,1 
who  confirmed  the  report  of  the  Areopagites,  found  him  guilty, 
and  condemned  him  to  pay  fifty  talents  to  the  state.  Not  being 
able  to  discharge  this  large  fine,  he  was  put  in  prison  ;  but  after 
some  days  he  found  means  to  escape,  and  fled  to  Troezen  in  Pelo¬ 
ponnesus,  where  he  passed  some  months  as  a  dispirited  and  sor¬ 
rowing  exile,  until  the  death  of  Alexander.2 *  What  was  done 
with  the  other  citizens  included  in  the  Areopagitic  report,  we  do 
not  know.  It  appears  that  Demades  8  —  who  was  among  those 
comprised,  and  who  is  especially  attacked,  along  with  Demos¬ 
thenes,  by  both  Hyperides  and  Deinarclius  —  did  not  appear  to 
take  his  trial,  and  therefore  must  have  been  driven  into  exile ; 
yet  if  so,  he  must  have  speedily  returned,  since  he  seems  to  have 
been  at  Athens  when  Alexander  died.  Philokles  and  Aris- 
togeiton  were  also  brought  to  trial  as  being  included  by  the 
Areopagus  in  the  list  of  delinquents  ;  but  how  their  trial  ended, 
does  not  appear.4 * * * 

This  condemnation  and  banishment  of  Demosthenes  —  un¬ 
questionably  the  greatest  orator,  and  one  of  the  greatest  citizens, 
in  Athenian  antiquity,  —  is  the  most  painful  result  of  the  de¬ 
bates  respecting  the  exile  Harpalus.  Demosthenes  himself 
denied  the  charge  ;  but  unfortunately  we  possess  neither  his 
defence,  nor  the  facts  alleged  in  evidence  against  him ;  so  that 
our  means  of  forming  a  positive  conclusion  are  imperfect.  At 
the  same  time,  judging  from  the  circumstances  as  far  as  we 


1  Deinarchus  adv.  Demosth.  s.  108,  109. 

2  Plutarch,  Demosth.  26.  8  Deinarchus  adv.  Demosth.  s.  104. 

4  See  the  two  orations  composed  by  Deinarchus,  against  Philokles  and 

Aristogeiton. 

In  the  second  and  third  Epistles  ascribed  to  Demosthenes  (p.  1470,  1483, 

1485),  he  is  made  to  state,  that  he  alone  had  been  condemned  by  the  Dy- 
kastery,  because  his  trial  had  come  on  first  —  that  Aristogeiton  and  all  the 
others  tried  were  acquitted,  though  the  charge  against  all  was  the  same, 
and  the  evidence  against  all  was  the  same  also  —  viz.  nothing  more  than 

the  simple  report  of  the  Areopagus.  As  I  agree  with  those  who  hold  these 
epistles  to  be  probably  spurious,  I  cannot  believe,  on  such  authority  alone, 

that  all  the  other  persons  tried  wer?  acquitted — a  fact  highly  improbable 
in  itself. 
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know  them  —  there  are  several  which  go  to  show  his  innocence, 
and  none  which  tend  to  prove  him  guilty.  If  we  are  called  upon 
to  believe  that  he  received  money  from  Harpalus,  we  must  know 
for  what  service  the  payment  was  made.  Did  Demosthenes  take 
part  with  Harpalus,  and  advise  the  Athenians  to  espouse  his 
cause  ?  Did  he  even  keep  silence,  and  abstain  from  advising 
them  to  reject  the  propositions?  Quite  the  reverse.  Demos¬ 
thenes  was  from  the  beginning  a  declared  opponent  of  Harpa¬ 
lus,  and  of  all  measures  for  supporting  his  cause.  Plutarch 
indeed  tells  an  anecdote  —  that  Demosthenes  began  by  opposing 
Harpalus,  but  that  presently  he  was  fascinated  by  the  beauty  of 
a  golden  cup  among  the  Harpalian  treasures.  Harpalus,  per¬ 
ceiving  his  admiration,  sent  to  him  on  the  ensuing  night  the 
golden  cup,  together  with  twenty  talents,  which  Demosthenes 
accepted.  A  few  days  afterwards,  when  the  cause  of  Harpalus 
was  again  debated  in  the  public  assembly,  the  orator  appeared 
with  his  throat  enveloped  in  woollen  wrappers,  and  affected  to 
have  lost  his  voice  ;  upon  which  the  people,  detecting  this  simu¬ 
lated  inability  as  dictated  by  the  bribe  which  had  been  given, 
expressed  their  displeasure  partly  by  sarcastic  taunts,  partly  by 
indignant  murmuring.1  So  stands  the  anecdote  in  Plutarch. 
But  we  have  proof  that  it  is  untrue.  Demosthenes  may  indeed 
have  been  disabled  by  sore  throat  from  speaking  at  some  par¬ 
ticular  assembly ;  so  far  the  story  may  be  accurate  ;  but  that  he 
desisted  from  opposing  Harpalus  (the  real  point  of  the  allegation 
against  him)  is  certainly  not  true ;  for  we  know  from  his  accu¬ 
sers  Deinarchus  and  Hyperides,  that  it  was  he  who  made  the 
final  motion  for  imprisoning  Harpalus  and  sequestrating  the 
Harpalian  treasure  in  trust  for  Alexander.  In  fact,  Hyperides 
himself  denounces  Demosthenes,  as  having  from  subservience  to 
Alexander,  closed  the  door  against  Harpalus  and  his  prospects.2 
Such  direct  and  continued  opposition  is  a  conclusive  proof  that 


1  Plutarch,  Demosth  25  :  compare  also  Plutarch,  Yit.  X.  Oratt.  p.  846 ; 
and  Photius,  Life  of  Demosth.  Cod.  265,  p.  494. 

2  See  the  fragment  of  Hyperides  in  Mr.  Babington’s  edition,  pp.  37,  38  (a 
fragment  already  cited  in  a  preceding  note),  insisting  upon  the  prodigious 
mischief  which  Demosthenes  had  done  by  his  decree  for  arresting  (trvA 
\yiuc)  Harpalus* 
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Demosthenes  was  neither  paid  nor  bought  by  Harpalus.  The 
only  service  which  he  rex  dered  to  the  exile  was,  by  refusing  tc 
deliver  him  to  Antipater,  and  by  not  preventing  his  escape  from 
imprisonment.  Now  in  this  refusal  even  Phokion  concurred; 
and  probably  the  best  Athenians,  of  all  parties,  were  desirous 
favoring  the  escape  of  an  exile  whom  it  would  have  been  odicas 
to  hand  over  to  a  Macedonian  executioner.  Insofar  as  it  was 
a  crime  not  to  have  prevented  the  escape  of  Harpalus,  the  crime 
was  committed  as  much  by  Phokion  as  by  Demosthenes;  and 
indeed  more,  seeing  that  Phokion  was  one  of  the  generals,  exer¬ 
cising  the  most  important  administrative  duties  —  while  Demos¬ 
thenes  was  only  an  orator  and  mover  in  the  assembly.  More¬ 
over,  Harpalus  had  no  means  of  requiting  the  persons,  whoever 
they  were,  to  whom  he  owed  his  escape ;  for  the  same  motion 
which  decreed  his  arrest,  decreed  also  the  sequestration  of  his 
money,  and  thus  removed  it  from  his  own  control.1 

The  charge  therefore  made  against  Demosthenes  by  his  two 
accusers,  —  that  he  received  money  from  Harpalus,  —  is  one 
which  all  the  facts  known  to  us  tend  to  refute.  But  this  is  not 
quite  the  whole  case.  Had  Demosthenes  the  means  of  embez¬ 
zling  the  money,  after  it  had  passed  out  of  the  control  of  Har¬ 
palus  ?  To  this  question  also  we  may  reply  in  the  negative,  so 
far  as  Athenian  practice  enables  us  to  judge.  Demosthenes  had 
moved,  and  the  people  had  voted,  that  these  treasures  should  be 


1  In  the  Life  of  Demosthenes  apud  Photium  ("Cod.  265),  the  service 
alleged  to  have  been  rendered  by  him  to  Harpalus,  and  for  which  he  was 
charged  with  having  received  1000  Darics,  is  put  as  I  have  stated  it  in  the 
text  —  Demosthenes  first  spoke  publicly  against  receiving  Harpalus,  but 
presently  A  apemovq  xiXt°V£  (uf  da  a  l)  2,a/3uv  irpbc  roi)  g  virep  avrov  Aeyovra c 
(leTETatjaro  (then  follow  the  particular  acts  whereby  this  alleged  change  of 
sentiment  was  manifested,  which  particular  acts  are  described  as  follows)  — 
Kal  pSovTiopsvcov  t£)v  ’ A&ijvaiuv  ’  kvr  iirar pip  i rpodovvai  rdv  dvr Jpuirov  dvrelirev, 
ru  re  'ApTraleia  xPWara  eiC  anp6iro2.lv  typaipev  dno&eodat,  prde  rip  drjpip 
rdv  api&pbv  avr&v  diroa7)p.T]vu.p.evoq 

That  Demosthenes  should  first  oppose  the  reception  of  Harpalus  —  and 
then  afterwards  oppose  the  surrender  of  Harpalus  to  Antipater’s  requisition 
—  is  here  represented  as  a  change  of  politics,  requiring  the  hypothesis  of  a 
bribe  to  explain  it.  But  it  is  in  reality  no  change  at  all.  The  two  pro¬ 
ceeding?  are  perfectly  consistent  with  each  ot’ier,  and  both  of  then  -fafensi 
ble 
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lodged  in  trust  for  Alexander,  in  the  acropolis ;  a  place  where 
all  the  Athenian  public  money  was  habitually  kept  —  in  t  le  back 
chamber  of  the  Parthenon.  When  placed  in  that  chamber,  these 
new  treasures  would  come  under  the  custody  of  the  officers  of 
the  Athenian  exchequer ;  and  would  be  just  as  much  out  of  the 
reach  of  Demosthenes  as  the  rest  of  the  public  money.  What 
more  could  Phokion  himself  have  done  to  preserve  the  Harpa- 
lian  fund  intact,  than  to  put  it  in  the  recognized  place  of  surety  ? 
Then,  as  to  the  intermediate  process,  of  taking  the  money  from 
Harpalus  up  to  the  acropolis,  there  is  no  proof,  —  and  in  my 
judgment  no  probability,  —  that  Demosthenes  was  at  all  con¬ 
cerned  it.  Even  to  count,  verify,  and  weigh,  a  sum  of  above 
£80,000  —  not  in  bank  notes  or  bills  of  exchange,  but  sub¬ 
divided  in  numerous  and  heavy  coins  (staters,  darics,  tetra- 
drachms),  likely  to  be  not  even  Attic,  but  Asiatic — must  have 
been  a  tedious  duty  requiring  to  be  performed  by  competent 
reckoners,  and  foreign  to  the  habits  of  Demosthenes.  The  offi¬ 
cers  of  the  Athenian  treasury  must  have  gone  through  this 
labor,  providing  the  slaves  or  mules  requisite  for  carrying  so 
heavy  a  burthen  up  to  the  acropolis.  Now  we  have  ample  evi 
dence  from  the  remaining  Inscriptions,  that  the  details  of  trans- 
fering  and  verifying  the  public  property,  at  Athens,  were  per 
formed  habitually  with  laborious  accuracy.  Least  of  all  would 
such  accuracy  be  found  wanting  in  the  case  of  the  large  Harpa- 
lian  treasure,  where  the  very  passing  of  the  decree  implied  great 
fear  of  Alexander.  If  Harpalus,  on  being  publicly  questioned 
in  the  assembly —  What  was  the  sum  to  be  carried  up  into  the 
acropolis,  —  answered  by  stating  the  amount  which  he  had 
originally  brought  and  not  that  which  he  had  remaining  —  De¬ 
mosthenes  might  surely  repeat  that  statement  immediately  after 
him,  without  being  understood  thereby  to  bind  himself  down  as 
guarantee  for  its  accuracy.  An  adverse  pleader,  like  Hyperides, 
might  indeed  turn  a  point  in  his  speech 1  —  “  Tou  told  the  assem- 


1  Fragm.  Hyperides,  p  7,  ed.  Babington  — kv  r<p  dfifitp  inra/cooic  <pijo  as 
slvai  rakavra,  v  vv  r  a  r]  pics  T]  av  a  <p  e  p  e  l  s ; 

In  p.  26  of  the  same  Fragments,  we  find  Hyperides  reproaching  Demos 
thenes  for  not  having  kept  effective  custody  over  the  person  of  Harpalus; 
for  not  having  proposed  any  decree  providing  a  special  custody;  for  not 

26* 
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biy  that  there  were  700  talents,  and  now  you  produce  no  mere 
than  half”  —  but  the  imputation  wrapped  up  in  these  word3 
against  the  probity  of  Demosthenes,  is  utterly  groundless. 
Lastly,  when  the  true  amount  was  ascertained,  to  make  report 
thereof  was  the  duty  of  the  officers  of  the  treasury.  Demos¬ 
thenes  could  only  learn  it  from  them  ;  and  it  might  certainly  be 
proper  in  him,  though  in  no  sense  an  imperative  duty,  to  inform 
himself  on  the  point,  seeing  that  he  had  unconsciously  helped  to 
give  publicity  to  a  false  statement.  The  true  statement  was 
given  ;  but  we  neither  know  by  whom,  nor  how  soon.* 1 

Reviewing  the  facts  known  to  us,  therefore,  we  find  them  all 
tending  to  refute  the  charge  against  Demosthenes.  This  conclu¬ 
sion  will  certainly  be  strengthened  by  reading  the  accusatory 
speech  composed  by  Deinarchus ;  which  is  mere  virulent  invec¬ 
tive,  barren  of  facts  and  evidentiary  matter,  and  running  over  all 
the  life  of  Demosthenes  for  the  preceding  twenty  years.  That 
the  speech  of  Hyperides  also  was  of  the  like  desultory  character, 
the  remaining  fragments  indicate.  Even  the  report  made  by  the 
Areopagus  contained  no  recital  of  facts  —  no  justificatory  mat¬ 
ter  —  nothing  except  a  specification  of  names  with  the  sums  for 


having  made  known  beforehand,  or  prosecuted  afterwards,  the  negligence 
of  the  ordinary  jailers.  This  is  to  make 'Demosthenes  responsible  for  the 
performance  of  all  the  administrative  duties  of  the  city  ;  for  the  good  con¬ 
duct  of  the  treasurers  and  the  jailers. 

We  must  recollect  that  Hyperides  had  been  the  loudest  advocate  of  Har- 
palus,  and  had  done  all  he  could  to  induce  the  Athenians  fro  adopt  the 
:ause  of  that  exile  against  Alexander.  One.  of  the  charges  (already  cited 
from  his  speech)  against  Demosthenes,  is,  that  Demosthenes  prevented  this 
from  being  accomplished.  Yet  here  is  another  charge  from  the  same 
speaker,  to  the  effect  that  Demosthenes  did  not  keep  Harpalus  under  effec¬ 
tive  custody  for  the  sword  of  the  Macedonian  executioner ! 

The  line  of  accusation  taken  by  Hyperides  is  full  of  shameful  incon¬ 
sistencies. 

1  In  the  Life  of  Demosthenes  (Plutarch,  Vit.  X  Oratt.  p.  846),  the  charge 
cf  corruption  against  him  is  made  to  rest  chiefly  on  the  fact,  that  he  did 
not  make  this  communication  to  the  people  —  aal  did  tovto  /4t/te  rdv  upi&- 
uov  Tuv  dvaKopur&ivujv  /j.e/j,7]vvkcj g  firjTE  tljv  (pvhaacrovTwv  u/ueXeiav,  etc. 
The  biography  apud  Photium  seems  to  state  it  as  if  Demosthenes  did  not 
communicate  the  amount,  at  the  time  when  he  proposed  the  decree  of  seques¬ 
tration.  This  last  statement  we  are  enabled  to  contradict,  from  the  tests’ 
moiiv  of  Hyperides. 
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which  each  of  them  is  chargeable.1  It  appears  to  have  beeD 
made  ex-parte ,  as  far  as  we  can  judge  —  that  is,  made  without 
hearing  these  persons  in  their  own  defence,  unless  they  happened 
to  be  themselves  Areopagites.  Yet  this  report  is  held  forth  both 
by  Hyperides  and  Deinarchus  as  being  in  itself  conclusive  proof 
which  the  Dikasts  could  not  reject.  When  Demosthenes  de¬ 
manded,  as  every  defendant  naturally  would,  that  the  charge 
against  him  should  be  proved  by  some  positive  evidence,  Hype¬ 
rides  sets  aside  the  demand  as  nothing  better  than  cavil  and 
special  pleading.2 

One  farther  consideration  remains  to  be  noticed.  Only  nine 
months  after  the  verdict  of  the  Dikastery  against  Demosthenes, 
Alexander  died.  Presently  the  Athenians  and  other  Greeks 
rose  against  Antipater  in  the  struggle  called  the  Lamian  war. 
Demosthenes  was  then  recalled ;  received  from  his  countrymen 
an  enthusiastic  welcome,  such  as  had  never  been  accorded  to  any 
returning  exile  since  the  days  of  Alkibiades ;  took  a  leading  part 
in  the  management  of  the  war  ;  and  perished,  on  its  disastrous 
termination,  along  with  his  accuser  Hyperides. 

Such  speedy  revolution  of  opinion  about  Demosthenes,  coun 
tenances  the  conclusion  which  seems  to  me  suggested  by  the 


1  Hyperid.  Fragm.  p  18,  ed.  Babington.  rdf  yap  anocpdonc  ndoat;  rat, 
irrep  ruv  xPVpdruv  'Apnahov,  Traoac  opoioc  tj  (Sovhr)  ireTroi^rai,  nal  rdf 
adrdf  Kara  ttuvtuv'  teal  o  i)  6  e  p  i  q.  irpooyeypaQr,  6t'  or  i  e  k  a  a  rov 
unotyaivfi'  ah) l’  kit  i  k  r  <f>  a?,  a  i  o  v  ypuxpaoa,  ottooov  knaorot;  elhrjtfH 
Xpvaiov,  roiir ’  ovv  btpeihhu . 

?  Hyperid.  Frag,  p  20,  ed.  Babingt.  r yd  d’  on  pev  rhafirc  to  xPV(JiQV, 
l\  a  v  dv  oi  pa  i  rival  a  rj  p  e  i  ov  roic  dmaoTaic,  to  t  rj  v  ft  ovhi/  v  a  ov 
Karayviov  at  ( see  Deinarchus  ad  v.  Demosth.  s.  46,  and  the  beginning  of 
the  second  Demosthenic  epistle). 

Hyperid.  p  16,  ed.  Babingt.  Ka<  trvuo^avTric  r  f/  v  (3  ovhij  v ,  npo- 
Khijcnq  npondEit;,  nai  e  p  u  r  u  v  sv  TaicTrpoKhrjGfOiv,rtodev 
r  h  a  (3  €  c  r  b  x  Pv  a  1  0  v  »  KCLL  T  L  C  h  v  °i  d  dodc,  k  a  i  rwf;  r  r)[  r.v- 
raiov  6’  lout;  epuTr/aric,  nai  t:l  exvvw  rip  xpvaiip,  idaitep 
Tpane^iTiKov  hoy  o  v  -n  a  p  a  r  f]  f  (3  o  v  hr/  f  a  -rr  a  t  r  <I>  v. 

This  monstrous  sentence  creates  a  strong  presumption  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  —  and  a  still  stronger  presumption  against  the  accuser.  Com¬ 
pare  Deinarchus  adv.  Demosth.  s.  6,  7. 

The  biographer  apud  Photium  states  that  Hyperides  and  four  other  or¬ 
ators  procured  [nareoKevaoav)  the  condemnation  of  Demosthenes  by  the 
Areopagus. 
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other  circumstances  of  the  case  —  that  the  verdict  against  him 
was  not  judicial,  but  political ;  growing  out  of  the  embarrassing 
necessities  of  the  time. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Harpalus,  to  whom  a  declaration 
of  active  support  from  the  Athenians  was  matter  of  life  and 
death,  distributed  various  bribes  to  all  consenting  recipients,  who 
could  promote  liis  views,  —  and  probably  even  to  some  who  sim 
ply  refrained  from  opposing  them  ;  to  all,  in  short,  except  pro¬ 
nounced  opponents.  If  we  were  to  judge  from  probabilities  alone, 
we  should  say  that  Hyperides  himself,  as  one  of  the  chief  sup¬ 
porters,  would  also  be  among  the  largest  recipients.1  Here  was 
abundant  bribery  —  notorious  in  the  mass,  though  perhaps  un- 
traceable  in  the  detail  —  all  consummated  during  the  flush  of 
promise  which  marked  the  early  discussions  of  the  Harpalian 
case.  When  the  tide  of  sentiment  turned  —  when  fear  of  Mace¬ 
donian  force  became  the  overwhelming  sentiment  —  when  Har¬ 
palus  and  his  treasures  were  impounded  in  trust  for  Alexander 
—  all  these  numerous  receivers  of  bribes  were  already  compro 
mised  and  alarmed.  They  themselves  probably,  in  order  to  di¬ 
vert  suspicion,  were  among  the  loudest  in  demanding  investiga¬ 
tion  and  punishment  against  delinquents.  Moreover,  the  city 
was  responsible  for  700  talents  to  Alexander,  while  no  more  than 
350  were  forthcoming.2  It  was  indispensable  that  some  definite 
individuals  should  be  pronounced  guilty  and  punished,  partly  in 
order  to  put  down  the  reciprocal  criminations  circulating  through 
the  city,  partly  in  order  to  appease  the  displeasure  of  Alexander 
about  the  pecuniary  deficiency.  But  how  to  find  out  who  were 
the  guilty  ?  There  was  no  otficial  Prosecutor-general ;  the  num¬ 
ber  of  persons  suspected  would  place  the  matter  beyond  the 
reach  of  private  accusations  ;  perhaps  the  course  recommended 
by  Demosthenes  himself  was  the  best,  to  consign  this  prelimi¬ 
nary  investigation  to  the  Areopagites. 

Six  months  elapsed  before  these  Areopagites  made  their  report. 


‘The  biographer  of  Hyperides  (Plutarch,  Yit.  X.  Orat.  p.  48)  tells  us 
that  he  was  the  only  orator  who  kept  himself  unbribed  ;  the  comic  writer 
Timokles  names  Hyperides  along  with  Demosthenes  and  others  as  rtcipi 
ents  (ap.  Athenae.  viii.  p.  342). 

*  See  this  point  urged  by  Deinarchus  adv.  Demosth.  s.  69,  70. 
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Now  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  all  this  time  could  have  been 
spent  in  the  investigation  of  facts  —  and  if  it  had  been,  the  report 
when  published  would  have  contained  some  trace  of  these  facts, 
instead  of  embodying  a  mere  list  of  names  and  sums.  The  prob¬ 
ability  is,  that  their  time  was  passed  quite  as  much  in  party- 
discussions  as  in  investigating  facts  ;  that  dissentient  parties 
were  long  in  coming  to  an  agreement  whom  they  should  sacrifice ; 
and  that  when  they  did  agree,  it  was  a  political  rather  than  a  ju¬ 
dicial  sentence,  singling  out  Demosthenes  as  a  victim  highly  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  Alexander,  and  embodying  Demades  also,  by  way  of 
compromise,  in  the  same  list  of  delinquents  —  two  opposite  poli¬ 
ticians,  both  at  the  moment  obnoxious.  I  have  already  observed 
that  Demosthenes  was  at  that  time  unpopular  with  both  the 
reigning  parties:  with  the  philo-Macedonians,  from  long  date, 
ind  not  without  sufficient  reason ;  with  the  anti-Macedonians,  be¬ 
cause  he  had  stood  prominent  in  opposing  Harpalus.  His  ac¬ 
cusers  count  upon  the  hatred  of  the  former  against  him,  as  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  course ;  they  recommend  him  to  the  hatred  of  the  latter, 
as  a  base  creature  of  Alexander.  The  Dikasts  doubtless  included 
men  of  both  parties ;  and  as  a  collective  body,  they  might  prob¬ 
ably  feel,  that  to  ratify  the  list  presented  by  the  Areopagus  was 
the  only  way  of  finally  closing  a  subject  replete  with  danger  and 
discord. 

Such  seems  the  probable  history  of  the  Harpalian  transactions. 
It  leaves  Demosthenes  innocent  of  corrupt  profit,  not  less  than 
Phokion  ;  but  to  the  Athenian  politicians  generally,  it  is  noway 
creditable  ;  while  it  exhibits  the  judicial  conscience  of  Athens  as 
under  pressure  of  dangers  from  without,  worked  upon  by  party- 
intrigues  within.1 

During  the  half-year  and  more  which  elapsed  between  the  ar* 
rival  of  Harpalus  at  Athens,  and  the  trial  of  Demosthenes,  one 
event  at  least  of  considerable  moment  occurred  in  Greece.  Alex- 


1  We  read  in  Pausanias  (ii.  33,4)  that  the  Macedonian  admiral  Philoxe- 
nus,  having  afterwards  seized  one  of  the  slaves  of  Harpalus,  learnt  from 
him  the  names  of  those  Athenians  whom  his  master  had  corrupted  ;  and 
that  Demosthenes  was  not  among  them.  As  far  as  this  statement  goes,  i£ 
serves  ro  exculpate  Demosthenes.  Yet  I  cannot  assign  so  much  importance 
to  it  as  Bishop  Thirlwall  seems  to  do  His  narrative  of  the  Harpalian  trsnc 
actions  is  »,ble  and  discriminating  (Hist.  vol.  vii.  eh.  56.  p.  170  seQQ.). 
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ander  sent  Nicanor  to  the  great  Olympic  festival  held  in  this  year, 
with  a  formal  letter  or  rescript,  directing  every  Grecian  city  to 
recall  all  its  citizens  that  were  in  exile,  except  such  as  were  un¬ 
der  the  taint  of  impiety.  The  rescript,  which  was  publicly  read 
at  the  festival  by  the  herald  who  had  gained  the  prize  for  loud¬ 
ness  of  voice,  was  hsard  with  the  utmost  enthusiasm  by  20,000 
exiles,  who  had  mustered  there  from  intimations  that  such  a  step 
was  intended.  It  ran  thus  :  “  King  Alexander  to  the  exiles  out 
of  the  Grecian  cities — We  have  not  been  authors  of  your  banish¬ 
ment,  but  we  will  be  authors  of  your  restoration  to  your  native 
cities.  We  have  written  to  Antipater  about  this  matter,  direct¬ 
ing  him  to  apply  force  to  such  cities  as  will  not  recall  you  of  their 
own  accord.”  1 

It  is  plain  that  many  exiles  had  been  pouring  out  their  com¬ 
plaints  and  accusations  before  Alexander,  and  had  found  him  a 
willing  auditor.  But  we  do  not  know  by  what  representations  this 
rescript  had  been  procured.  It  would  seem  that  Antipater  had 
orders  farther,  to  restrain  or  modify  the  confederacies  of  the 
Achaean  and  Arcadian  cities  ; 2 3  and  to  enforce  not  merely  recall 
of  the  exiles,  but  restitution  of  their  properties.8 

That  the  imperial  rescript  was  dictated  by  mistrust  of  the  tone 
of  sentiment  in  the  Grecian  cities  generally,  and  intended  to  fill 
each  city  with  devoted  partisans  of  Alexander  —  we  cannot 
doubt.  It  was  on  his  part  a  high-handed  and  sweeping  exercise 
of  sovereignty  —  setting  aside  the  conditions  under  which  he  had 
been  named  leader  of  Greece  —  disdaining  even  to  inquire  into 
particular  cases,  and  to  attempt  a  distinction  between  just  and 
unjust  sentences  —  overruling  in  the  mass  the  political  and  ju¬ 
dicial  authorities  in  every  city.  It  proclaimed  with  bitter  empha¬ 
sis  the  servitude  of  the  hellenic  world.  Exiles  restored  under 
the  coercive  order  of  Alexander,  were  sure  to  look  to  Macedonia 
for  support,  to  despise  their  own  home  authorities,  and  to  fill  their 
respective  cities  with  enfeebling  discord.  Most  of  the  cities,  not 
daring  to  resist,  appear  to  have  yielded  a  reluctant  obedience ; 
but  both  the  Athenians  and  iEtolians  are  said  to  have  refused  to 


1  Diodor  xix.  8. 

2  See  the  Fragments  of  Hyperides,  p.  36,  ed.  Babington. 

3  Curtius,  x.  2,  6. 


ALEXANDER  SEIZED  WITH  FEVER. 


311 


execute  the  order.1  It  is  one  evidence  of  the  disgust  raised  by 
the  rescript  at  Athens,  that  Demosthenes  is  severely  reproached 
by  Deinarchus,  because,  as  chief  of  the  Athenian  Theory  or  sa¬ 
cred  legation  to  the  Olympic  festival,  he  was  seen  there  publicly 
consorting  and  in  familiar  converse  with  Nikanor.2 

In  the  winter  or  early  spring  of  323  b.  c.  several  Grecian 
cities  sent  envoys  into  Asia  to  remonstrate  with  Alexander 
against  the  measure  ;  we  may  presume  that  the  Athenians  were 
among  them  ;  but  we  do  not  know  whether  the  remonstrance 
produced  any  effect.8  There  appears  to  have  been  considerable 
discontent  in  Greece  during  this  winter  and  spring  (323  b.  c.). 
The  disbanded  soldiers  out  of  Asia  still  maintained  a  camp  at 
Taenarus  ;  where  Leosthenes,  an  energetic  Athenian  of  anti- 
Macedonian  sentiments,  accepted  the  command  of  them,  and  even 
attracted  fresh  mercenary  soldiers  from  Asia,  under  concert  with 
various  confederates  at  Athens,  and  with  the  iEtolians.4 * * *  Of  the 
money,  said  to  be  5000  talents,  brought  by  Harpalus  out  of  Asia, 
the  greater  part  had  not  been  taken  by  Harpalus  to  Athens,  but 
apparently  left  with  his  officers  for  the  maintenance  of  the  troops 
who  had  accompanied  him  over. 

Such  was  the  general  position  of  affairs,  when  Alexander  died 
at  Babylon  in  June  323  b.  c.  This  astounding  news,  for  which 
no  one  could  have  been  prepared,  must  have  become  diffused 
throughout  Greece  during  the  month  of  July.  It  opened  the 
most  favorable  prospects  to  all  lovers  of  freedom  and  sufferers 


1  Curtius.  x.  2,6.  The  statement  of  Diodorus  (xviii.  8)  —  that  the 
rescript  was  popular  and  acceptable  to  all  Greeks,  except  the  Athenians 
and  iEtolians  —  cannot  be  credited.  It  was  popular,  doubtless,  with  the 
exiles  themselves,  and  their  immediate  friends. 

2  Deinarchus  adv.  Demosth.  s.  81  ;  compare  Hyperid.  Fragm.  p.  36,  ed 

Babington.  3  Diodor.  xvii.  113. 

4  Diodor.  xvii.  Ill  :  compare  xviii.  21.  Pausanias  (i.  25,  5;  viii.  52,  2} 

affirms  that  Leosthenes  brought  over  50,000  of  these  mercenaries  from  Asia 
into  Peloponnesus,  during  the  lifetime  of  Alexander,  and  against  Alexan 
der’s  will.  The  number  here  given  seems  incredible  ;  but  it  is  probable 
enough  that  he  induced  some  to  come  across.  — Justin  (xiii.  5)  mentiom 

that  armed  resistance  was  prepared  by  the  Athenians  and  iEtolians  against 

Alexander  himself  during  the  latter  months  of  his  life,  in  reference  to  the 
mandate  enjoining  recall  of  the  exiles.  He  seems  to  overstate  the  magni¬ 

tude  of  their  doings,  before  the  death  of  Alexander. 


312 


HISTORY  OF  GREECE. 


by  Macedonian  dominion.  The  imperial  military  force  resem¬ 
bled  the  gigantic  Polyphemus  after  his  eye  had  been  blinded  by 
Odysseus  : 1  Alexander  had  left  no  competent  heir,  nor  did  any 
one  imagine  that  his  vast  empire  could  be  kept  together  in  effec¬ 
tive  unity  by  other  hands.  Antipater  in  Macedonia  was  threat¬ 
ened  with  the  defection  of  various  subject  neighbors.2 

No  sooner  was  the  death  of  Alexander  indisputably  certified, 
than  the  anti-Macedonian  leaders  in  Athens  vehemently  instiga¬ 
ted  the  people  to  declare  themselves  first  champions  of  Hellenic 
freedom,  and  to  organize  a  confederacy  throughout  Greece  for 
that  object.  Demosthenes  was  then  in  exile ;  but  Leosthenes, 
Hvperides  and  other  orators  of  the  same  party,  found  themselves 
able  to  kindle  in  their  countrymen  a  strenuous  feeling  and  deter¬ 
mination,  in  spite  of  decided  opposition  on  the  part  of  Phokion 
and  his  partisans.3  The  rich  men  for  the  most  part  took  the  side 
of  Phokion,  but  the  mass  of  the  citizens  were  fired  by  the  ani¬ 
mating  recollection  of  their  ancestors  and  by  the  hopes  of  recon¬ 
quering  Grecian  freedom.  A  vote  was  passed,  publicly  pro¬ 
claiming  their  resolution  to  that  effect.  It  was  decreed  that  200 
quadriremes,  and  40  triremes  should  be  equipped ;  that  all 
Athenians  under  40  years  of  age  should  be  in  military  requisi  ¬ 
tion  ;  and  that  envoys  should  be  sent  round  to  the  various  Gre¬ 
cian  cities,  earnestly  invoking  their  alliance  in  the  work  of  self¬ 
emancipation.4  Phokion,  though  a  pronounced  opponent  of  such 

1  A  striking  comparison  made  by  the  orator  Demades  (Plutarch, 
Apophthegm,  p.  181). 

2  See  Frontinus,  Stratagem,  ii.  11,  4. 

3  Plutarch,  Phokion,  23.  In  the  Fragments  of  Dexippus,  there  appear 
short  extracts  of  two  speeches,  seemingly  composed  by  that  author  in  his 
history  of  these  transactions ;  one  which  he  ascribes  to  Hvperides  insti¬ 
gating  the  war,  the  other  to  Phokion,  against  it  (Fragm.  Hist.  Graec.  vol 
iii.  p.  668). 

4  Diodor,  xviii.  10.  Diodorus  states  that  the  Athenians  sent  the  Harpa- 
lian  treasures  to  the  aid  of  Leosthenes.  He  seems  to  fancy  that  Harpalus 
had  brought  to  Athens  all  the  5000  talents  which  he  had  carried  away  from 
Asia;  but  it  is  certain,  that  no  more  than  700  or  720  talents  were  declared 
by  Harpalus  in  the  Athenian  assembly  —  and  of  these  only  half  were  really 
forthcoming.  Moreover,  Diodorus  is  not  consistent  with  himself,  when  he 
says  afterwards  (xviii.  19)  that  Thimbron,  who  killed  Harpalus  in  Krete, 
got  possession  of  the  Harpalian  treasures  and  mercenaries,  ard  carried 
them  over  U/  Kyrene  in  Africa. 
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w&ilike  projects,  still  remained  at  Athens,  and  still,  apparently, 
continued  in  his  functions  as  one  of  the  generals.1  But  Pytheas, 
Kallimedon,  and  others  of  his  friends,  fled  to  Antipater,  whom 
they  strenuously  assisted  in  trying  to  check  the  intended  move¬ 
ment  throughout  Greece. 

Leosthenes,  aided  by  some  money  and  arms  from  Athens,  put 
himself  at  the  head  of  the  mercenaries  assembled  at  Taenarus, 
and  passed  across  the  Gulf  into  -iEtolia.  Here  he  was  joined  by 
the  iEtolians  and  Akarnanians,  who  eagerly  entered  into  the 
league  with  Athens  for  expelling  the  Macedonians  from  Greece. 
Proceeding  onward  towards  Thermopylae  and  Thessaly,  he  met 
with  favor  and  encouragement  almost  everywhere.  The  cause 
of  Grecian  freedom  was  espoused  by  the  Phokians,  Lokrians, 
Dorians,  HCnianes,  Athamantes,  and  Dolopes ;  by  most  of  the 
Malians,  CEtaeans,  Thessalians,  and  Achaeans  of  Phthiotis ;  by 
the  inhabitants  of  Leukas,  and  by  some  of  the  Molossians.  Pro¬ 
mises  were  also  held  out  of  cooperation  from  various  Illyrian  and 
Thracian  tribes.  In  Peloponnesus,  the  Argeians,  Sikyonians, 
Epidaurians,  Troezenians,  Eleians,  and  Messenians,  enrolled 
themselves  in  the  league,  as  well  as  the  Karystians  in  Euboea.2 
These  adhesions  were  partly  procured  by  Hyperides  and  other 
Athenian  envoys,  who  visited  the  several  cities ;  while  Pytheas 
and  other  envoys  were  going  round  in  like  matter  to  advocate 
the  cause  of  Antipater.  The  two  sides  were  thus  publicly  ar¬ 
gued  by  able  pleaders  before  different  public  assemblies.  In 
these  debates,  the  advantage  was  generally  on  the  side  of  the 
Athenian  orators,  whose  efforts  moreover  were  powerfully  se 
conded  by  the  voluntary  aid  of  Demosthenes,  then  living  as  an 
exile  in  Peloponnesus. 

To  Demosthenes  the  death  of  Alexander,  and  the  new  pros¬ 
pect  of  organizing  an  anti-Macedonian  confederacy  with  some 
tolerable  chance  of  success,  came  more  welcome  than  to  any  one 
else.  He  ffladly  embraced  the  opportunity  of  joining  and  assist- 

’  It  is  to  this  season,  apparently,  that  the  anecdote  (if  true)  must  he 
referred  —  The  Athenians  were  eager  to  invade  Boeotia  unseasonably; 
Phokion,  as  general  of  eighty  years  old,  kept  them  back,  by  calling  out  the 
citizens  of  sixty  years  old  and  upwards  for  service,  and  offering  to  march 
Himself  at  their  head  (Plutarch,  Reip.  Ger.  Praecept.  p.  818). 

*  Diodor,  xviii.  11  ,  Pausanias,  i.  25,  4. 
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ing  the  Athenian  envoys,  who  felt  the  full  value  of  his  energetic 
eloquence,  in  the  various  Peloponnesian  towns.  So  effective 
was.  the  service  which  he  thus  rendered  to  his  country,  that  the 
Athenians  not  only  passed  a  vote  to  enable  him  to  return,  but 
sent  a  trireme  to  fetch  him  to  Peirseus.  Great  was  the  joy  and 
enthusiasm  on  his  arrival.  The  archons,  the  priests,  and  the 
entire  body  of  citizens,  came  down  to  the  harbor  to  welcome  his 
landing,  arid  escorted  him  to  the  city.  Full  of  impassioned  emo¬ 
tion,  Demosthenes  poured  forth  his  gratitude  for  having  been  al¬ 
lowed  to  see  such  a  day,  and  to  enjoy  a  triumph  greater  even 
than  that  which  had  been  conferred  on  Alkibiades  on  returning 
from  exile  ;  since  it  had  been  granted  spontaneously,  and  not  ex¬ 
torted  by  force.  His  fine  could  not  be  remitted,  consistently 
with  Athenian  custom ;  but  the  people  passed  a  vote  granting  to 
him  fifty  talents  as  superintendent  of  the  periodical  sacrifice  to 
Zeus  Soter ;  and  his  execution  of  this  duty  was  held  equivalent 
to  a  liquidation  of  the  fine.1 

What  part  Demosthenes  took  in  the  plans  or  details  of  the 
war,  we  are  not  permitted  to  know.  Vigorous  operations  were 
now  carried  on,  under  the  military  command  of  Leosthenes. 
The  confederacy  against  Antipater  included  a  larger  assemblage 
of  Hellenic  states  than  that  which  had  resisted  Xerxes  in  480  b. 
c.  Nevertheless,  the  name  of  Sparta  does  not  appear  in  the  list. 
It  was  a  melancholy  drawback  to  the  chances  of  Greece,  in  this 
her  last  struggle  for  emancipation,  that  the  force  of  Sparta  had 
been  altogether  crushed  in  the  gallant  but  ill-concerted  effort  of 
Agis  against  Antipater  seven  years  before,  and  had  not  since  re¬ 
covered.  The  great  stronghold  of  Macedonian  interest,  in  the 
interior  of  Greece,  was  Boeotia.  Platasa,  Orchomenus,  and  the 
other  ancient  enemies  of  Thebes,  having  received  from  Alexan¬ 
der  the  domain  once  belonging  to  Thebes  herself,  were  well 
aware  that  this  arrangement  could  only  be  upheld  by  the  contin¬ 
ued  pressure  of  Macedonian  supremacy  in  Greece.  It  seems 
probable  also  that  there  were  Macedonian  garrisons  in  the  Kad- 
meia  —  in  Corinth  —  and  in  Megalopolis;  moreover,  that  the 
Arcadian  and  Achsean  cities  had  been  macedonized  by  the  mea¬ 
sures  taken  against  them  under  Alexander’s  orders  in  the  pre* 


1  Plutarch.  Dcmosth  27 
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ceding  summer ; 1  for  we  find  no  mention  made  of  these  cities  in 
the  coming  contest.  The  Athenians  equipped  a  considerable 
land-force  to  join  Leosthenes  at  Thermopylae ;  a  citizen  force  of 
5000  infantry  and  500  cavalry,  with  2000  mercenaries  besides. 
But  the  resolute  opposition  of  the  Boeotian  cities  hindered  them 
from  advancing  beyond  Mount  Kithaeron,  until  Leosthenes  him¬ 
self,  marching  from  Thermopylae  to  join  them  with  a  part  of  his 
army,  attacked  the  Boeotian  troops,  gained  a  complete  victory, 
and  opened  the  passage.  He  now  proceeded  with  the  full  Hel¬ 
lenic  muster,  including  JEtolians  and  Athenians,  into  Thessaly 
to  meet  Antipater,  who  was  advancing  from  Macedonia  into 
Greece  at  the  head  of  the  force  immediately  at  his  disposal  — 
13,000  infantry,  and  600  cavalry  —  and  with  a  fleet  of  110  ships 
of  war  cooperating  on  the  coast.2 

Antipater  was  probably  not  prepared  for  this  rapid  and  impos¬ 
ing  assemblage  of  the  combined  Greeks  at  Thermopylae,  nor  for 
the  energetic  movements  of  Leosthenes.  Still  less  was  he  pre¬ 
pared  for  the  defection  of  the  Thessalian  cavalry,  who,  having 
always  formed  an  important  element  in  the  Macedonian  army, 
now  lent  their  strength  to  the  Greeks.  He  despatched  urgent 
messages  to  the  Macedonian  commanders  in  Asia  —  Kraterus, 
Leonnatus,  Philotas,  etc.,  soliciting  reinforcements ;  but  in  the 
mean  time,  though  inferior  in  numbers,  he  thought  it  expedient 
to  accept  the  challenge  of  Leosthenes.  In  the  battle  which  en¬ 
sued,  however,  he  was  completely  defeated,  and  even  cut  off 
from  the  possibility  of  retreating  into  Macedonia ;  so  that  no  re¬ 
source  was  left  to  him  except  the  fortified  town  of  Lamia  (near 
to  the  river  Spercheius,  beyond  the  southern  border  of  Thessaly), 
where  he  calculated  on  holding  out  until  relief  came  from  Asia. 
Leosthenes  immediately  commenced  the  siege  of  Lamia,  and 
pressed  it  with  the  utmost  energy,  making  several  attempts  to 
storm  the  town ;  but  its  fortifications  were  strong,  with  a  garri¬ 
son  ample  and  efficient  —  so  that  he  was  repulsed  wiih  consider- 

'  See  the  Fragments  of  Hypendes,  p  36,  ed.  Babington.  «a?  repl  rot 

tovq  koivovs  ovhhoyovq  ’A %aul)v  re  nal  ’ ApKaduv .  we  do  not  know 

what  was  done  to  these  district  confederacies,  but  it  seems  that  some  con¬ 
siderable  change  was  made  in  them,  at  the  time  when  Alexander’s  decrei 
fbr  restoring  the  exiles  was  promulgated. 

*  Diodor,  xviii.  13. 
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able  loss.  Unfortunately  he  possessed  no  battering  train  nor  en¬ 
gineers,  such  as  had  formed  so  powerful  an  element  in  the  mili¬ 
tary  successes  of  Philip  and  Alexander.  He  therefore  found 
himself  compelled  to  turn  the  siege  into  a  blockade,  and  to  adopt 
systematic  measures  for  intercepting  the  supply  of  provisions,  in 
this  he  had  every  chance  of  succeeding,  and  of  capturing  the  per' 
son  of  Antipater.  Hellenic  prospects  looked  bright  and  encour¬ 
aging  ;  nothing  was  heard  in  Athens  and  the  other  cities  except 
congratulations  and  thanksgivings.1  Phokion,  on  hearing  the 
confident  language  of  those  around  him  remarked — “The  sta¬ 
dium  (or  short  course)  has  been  done  brilliantly,  but  I  fear  we 
shall  not  have  strength  to  hold  out  for  the  long  course.”2  At 
this  critical  moment,  Leosthenes,  in  inspecting  the  blockading 
trenches,  was  wounded  on  the  head  by  a  large  stone,  projected 
from  one  of  the  catapults  on  the  city-walls,  and  expired  in  two 
days.3  A  funeral  oration  in  his  honor,  as  well  as  in  that  of  the 
other  combatants  against  Antipater,  was  pronounced  at  Athens 
by  Hyperides,  on  whom  the  people  devolved  that  duty  in  prefer¬ 
ence  to  Demosthenes. 

The  death  of  this  eminent  general,  in  the  full  tide  of  success, 
was  a  hard  blow  struck  by  fortune  at  the  cause  of  Grecian  free¬ 
dom.  For  the  last  generation,  Athens  had  produced  several 
excellent  orators,  and  one  who  combined  splendid  oratory  with 
wise  and  patriotic  counsels.  But  during  all  that  time,  none  of 
her  citizens,  before  Leosthenes  had  displayed  military  genius 
and  ardor  along  with  Panhellenic  purposes.  His  death  appears 
to  have  saved  Antipater  from  defeat  and  captivity.  The  diffi¬ 
culty  was  very  great,  of  keeping  together  a  miscellaneous  army 
vf  Greeks,  who  after  the  battle,  easily  persuaded  themselves 
that  the  war  was  finished,  and  desired  to  go  home  —  perhaps 
under  promise  of  returning.  Even  during  the  lifetime  of  Leos¬ 
thenes,  the  AStolians,  the  most  powerful  contingent  of  the  army, 
had  obtained  leave  to  go  home,  from  some  domestic  urgency,  real 
or  pretended.4  When  he  was  slain,  there  was  no  second  in  com¬ 
mand  ;  nor,  even  if  there  had  been,  could  the  personal  influence 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  23,  24 

*  Plutarch,  Phokion,  c.  23;  Plutarch,  Reip.  Ger.  Praecept.  p.  803. 

*  Diodor,  xviii.  12,  13.  4  Diodor,  xviii.  13-Tft. 
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of  one  officer  be  transferred  to  another.  Reference  was  made  to 
Athens,  where,  after  some  debate,  Antiphilus  was  chosen  com¬ 
mander,  after  the  proposition  to  name  Phokion  had  been  made 
and  rejected,1  But  during  this  interval  there  was  no  authority 
to  direct  military  operations,  or  even  to  keep  the  army  together ; 
so  that  the  precious  moments  for  rendering  the  blockade  really 
stringent,  were  lost,  and  Antipater  was  enabled  to  maintain  him¬ 
self  until  the  arrival  of  Leonnatus  from  Asia  to  his  aid.  How 
dangerous  the  position  of  Antipatei  vas,  we  may  judge  from  the 
fact,  that  he  solicited  peace,  but  was  required  by  the  besiegers  to 
surrender  at  discretion  2  —  with  which  condition  he  refused  to 
comply. 

Antiphilus  appears  to  have  been  a  brave  and  competent 
officer.  But  before  he  could  reduce  Lamia,  Leonnatus  with  a 
Macedonian  army  had  crossed  the  Hellespont  from  Asia,  and 
arrived  at  the  frontiers  of  Thessaly.  So  many  of  the  Grecian 
contingents  had  left  the  camp,  that  Antiphilus  was  not  strong 
enough  at  once  to  continue  the  blockade  and  to  combat  the 
relieving  army.  Accordingly,  he  raised  the  blockade,  and  moved 
off  by  rapid  marches  to  attack  Leonnatus  apart  from  Antipater. 
He  accomplished  this  operation  with  vigor  and  success.  Through 
the  superior  efficiency  of  the  Thessalian  cavalry  under  Menon, 
he  gained  an  important  advantage  in  a  cavalry  battle  over  Leon¬ 
natus,  who  was  himself  slain ; 3  and  the  Macedonian  phalanx 
having  its  flanks  and  rear  thus  exposed,  retired  from  the  plain 
to  more  difficult  ground,  leaving  the  Greeks  masters  of  the  field 
with  the  dead  bodies.  On  the  very  next  day,  Antipater  came 
up  with  the  troops  from  Lamia,  and  took  command  of  the  de¬ 
feated  army.  He  did  not  however  think  it  expedient  to  renew 
the  combat,  but  withdrew  his  army  from  Thessaly  into  Mace¬ 
donia,  keeping  in  his  march  the  high  ground,  out  of  the  reach 
of  cavalry.4 

During  the  same  time  generally  as  these  operations  in  Thes¬ 
saly,  it  appears  that  war  was  carried  on  actively  by  sea.  We 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  24. 

2  Diodor,  xviii.  11 ;  Plutarch,  Phokion,  26. 

3  Plutarch,  Phokion,  25;  Diodor,  xviii.  14,  15:  compare  Plutarch,  Py* 

rhua,  1.  4  Diodor  xviii.  15 
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hear  of  a  descent  by  Mikion  with  a  Macedonian  fleet  at  Rham- 
nus  on  the  eastern  coast  of  Attica,  repulsed  by  Phokion ;  also 
of  a  Macedonian  fleet,  of  240  sail,  under  Kleitus,  engaging  in 
two  battles  with  the  Athenian  fleet  under  Eetion,  near  the 
islands  called  Echinades,  at  the  mouth  of  the  Achelous,  on  the 
western  ^Etolian  coast.  The  Athenians  were  defeated  in  both 
actions,  and  great  efforts  were  made  at  Athens  to  build  new 
vessels  for  the  purpose  of  filling  up  the  losses  sustained.1  Our 
information  is  not  sufficient  to  reveal  the  purposes  or  details  of 
these  proceedings.  But  it  seems  probable  that  the  Macedonian 
fleet  were  attacking  iEtolia  through  GEniadse,  the  citizens  of 
which  town  had  recently  been  expelled  by  the  ^tolians ; 2  and 
perhaps  this  may  have  been  the  reason  why  the  iEtolian  contin¬ 
gent  was  withdrawn  from  Thessaly. 

In  spite  of  such  untoward  events  at  sea,  the  cause  of  Pan- 
hellenic  liberty  seemed  on  the  whole  prosperous.  Though  the 
capital  opportunity  had  been  missed,  of  taking  Antipater  captive 
in  Lamia,  still  he  had  been  expelled  from  Greece,  and  was 
unable,  by  means  of  his  own  forces  in  Macedonia,  to  regain  his 
footing.  The  Grecian  contingents  had  behaved  with  bravery 
and  unanimity  in  prosecution  of  the  common  purpose  ;  and  what 
had  been  already  achieved  was  quite  sufficient  to  justify  the 
rising,  as  a  fair  risk,  promising  reasonable  hopes  of  success. 
Nevertheless  Greek  citizens  were  not  like  trained  Macedonian 
soldiers.  After  a  term  of  service  not  much  prolonged,  they 
wanted  to  go  back  to  their  families  and  properties,  hardly  less 
after  a  victory  than  after  a  defeat.  Hence  the  army  of  Anti- 
philus  in  Thessaly  became  much  thinned,8  though  still  remaining 
large  enough  to  keep  back  the  Macedonian  forces  of  Antipater, 
even  augmented  as  they  had  been  by  Leonnatus  —  and  to  com¬ 
pel  him  to  await  the  still  more  powerful  reinforcement  destined 
to  follow  under  Kraterus. 

In  explaining  the  relations  between  these  three  Macedonian 
commanders  —  Antipater,  Leonnatus,  and  Kraterus  —  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  go  back  to  June  323  b.  c.,  the  period  of  Alexander’s 
death,  and  to  review  the  condition  into  which  his  vast  and  mighty 
empire  had  fallen.  I  shall  do  this  briefly,  and  only  so  far  as  it 


‘  Diodor,  xviii.  15. 

Vol.  lii 


2  Diodor  xviii.  8. 
14 


3  Diodor,  xviii.  17. 
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bears  on  the  last  struggles  and  final  subjugation  of  the  Greeks 

world. 

On  the  unexpected  death  of  Alexander,  the  camp  at  Babylon 
with  its  large  force  became  a  scene  of  discord.  He  left  no  off¬ 
spring,  except  a  child  named  Herakles,  by  liis  mistress  Barsine. 
Roxana,  one  of  his  wives,  was  indeed  pregnant ;  and  amidst  the 
uncertainties  of  the  moment,  the  first  disposition  of  many  was  to 
await  the  birth  of  her  child.  She  herself,  anxious  to  shut  out 
rivalry,  caused  Statira,  the  queen  whom  Alexander  had  last 
married  to  be  entrapped  and  assassinated  along  with  her  sister.* 1 
There  was,  however,  at  Babylon,  a  brother  of  Alexander,  named 
Aridseus  (son  of  Philip  by  a  Thessalian  mistress),  already  of  full 
age  though  feeble  in  intelligence,  towards  whom  a  still  larger 
party  leaned.  In  Macedonia,  there  were  Olympias,  Alexander’s 
mother  —  Kleopatra,  his  sister,  widow  of  the  Epirotic  Alexander 
—  and  Kynan§,2 * *  another  sister,  widow  of  Amyntas  (cousin  of 
Alexander  the  Great,  and  put  to  death  by  him)  ;  all  of  them 
disposed  to  take  advantage  of  their  relationship  to  the  deceased 
conqueror,  in  the  scramble  now  opened  for  power. 

After  a  violent  dispute  between  the  cavalry  and  the  infantry 
at  Babylon,  Arideus  was  proclaimed  king  under  the  name  of 
Philip  Aridaeus.  Perdikkas  was  named  as  his  guardian  and 
chief  minister;  among  the  other  chief  officers,  the  various  satra¬ 
pies  and  fractions  of  the  empire  were  distributed.  Egypt  and 
Libya  were  assigned  to  Ptolemy  ;  Syria  to  Laomedon  ;  Kilikia 
to  Philotas;  Pamphylia,  Lykia,  and  the  greater  Phrygia,  to  An- 
tigonus ;  Karia,  to  Asander ;  Lydia,  to  Menander ;  the  Helle-  • 
spontine  Phrygia,  to  Leonnatus ;  Kappadokia  and  Paphlagonia, 
to  tbe  Kardian  Eumenes ;  Media,  to  Pithon.  The  eastern  satra¬ 
pies  were  left  in  the  hands  of  the  actual  holders. 

In  Europe,  the  distributors  gave  Thrace  with  the  Chersonese 
to  Lysimachus ;  the  countries  west  of  Thrace,  including  (along 
with  Illyrians,  Triballi,  Agrianes,  and  Epirots)  Macedonia  and 
Greece,  to  Antipater  and  Kraterus.8  We  thus  find  the  Grecian 

1  Plutarch  Alexand  77. 

1  4mw.,  De  jtiebus  poet  Alexandrum,  vi.  ap.  Photium,  Cod.  92. 

•'  Armn  De  Rebus  post  Alexand.  ut  supra  ;  Diodor,  xviii.  3,  4;  CurtioT 

je.  10;  Dexippus,  Fragmenta  ap.  Photium,  Cod.  82,  ap.  Fragm.  Hist.  GraeQ, 

VOL  iii.  p  6;7<  ed  Didot  (De  Rebus  pos'  \lexandrum). 
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cities  handed  over  to  new  masters,  as  fragments  of  the  vast  in 
testate  estate  left  by  Alexander.  The  empty  form  of  convening 
and  consulting  a  synod  of  deputies  at  Corinth,  was  no  longer 
thought  necessary. 

All  the  above-named  officers  were  considered  as  local  lieu¬ 
tenants,  administering  portions  of  an  empire  one  and  indivisible, 
under  Aridaaus.  The  principal  officers  who  enjoyed  central 
authority,  bearing  on  the  entire  empire,  were,  Perdikkas,  chili- 
arch  of  the  horse  (the  post  occupied  by  Hephasstion  until  his 
death),  a  sort  of  vizir,1  and  Seleukus,  commander  of  the  Horse 
Guards.  No  one  at  this  moment  talked  of  dividing  the  empire. 
But  it  soon  appeared  that  Perdikkas,  profiting  by  the  weakness 
of  Aridaeus,  had  determined  to  leave  to  him  nothing  more  than 
the  imperial  name,  and  to  engross  for  himself  the  real  authority. 
Still,  however,  in  his  disputes  with  the  other  chiefs,  he  repre¬ 
sented  the  imperial  family,  and  the  integrity  of  the  empire,  con¬ 
tending  against  severality  and  local  independence.  In  this  task 
(besides  his  brother  Alketas),  his  ablest  and  most  effective 
auxiliary  was  Eumenes  of  Kardia,  secretary  of  Alexander  for 
several  years  until  his  death.  It  was  one  of  the  earliest  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  Perdikkas  to  wrest  Kappadokia  from  the  local  chief 
Ariarathes  (who  had  contrived  to  hold  it  all  through  the  reign  of 
Alexander),  and  to  transfer  it  to  Eumenes,  to  whom  it  had  been 
allotted  in  the  general  scheme  of  division.2 

At  the  moment  of  Alexander’s  death,  Kraterus  was  in  Kilikia, 
at  the  head  of  an  army  of  veteran  Macedonian  soldiers.  He 
had  been  directed  to  conduct  them  home  into  Macedonia,  with 
orders  to  remain  there  himself  in  place  of  Antipater,  who  was 
to  come  over  to  Asia  with  fresh  reinforcements.  Kraterus  had 
with  him  a  paper  of  written  instructions  from  Alexander,  em¬ 
bodying  projects  on  the  most  gigantic  scale;  for  western  con¬ 
quest  —  transportation  of  inhabitants  by  wholesale  from  Europe 
into  Asia  and  Asia  into  Europe  —  erection  of  magnificent 
religious  edifices  in  various  parts  of  Greece  and  Macedonia, 
etc.  This  list  was  submitted  by  Perdikkas  to  the  officers  and 
soldiers  around  him,  who  dismissed  the  projects  as  too  vast  for 


1  Arrian  and  Dexippus  —  De  Reb.  post  Alex,  ut  supra :  compare  Diodor 

xviii.  48.  2  Diodor,  xviii.  16. 
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any  one  but  Alexander  to  think  of.1  Kraterus  and  Antipater 
had  each  a  concurrent  claim  to  Greece  and  Macedonia,  and  the 
distributors  of  the  empire  had  allotted  these  countries  to  them 
jointly,  not  venturing  to  exclude  either.  Amidst  the  conflicting 
pretensions  of  these  great  Macedonian  afiicers,  Leonnatus  also 
cherished  hopes  of  the  same  prize.  He  was  satrap  of  the 
Asiatic  territory  bordering  upon  the  Hellespont,  and  had  re¬ 
ceived  propositions  from  Kleopatra  at  Pella,  inviting  him  to 
marry  her  and  assume  the  government  of  Macedonia.  About  the 
same  time,  urgent  messages  were  also  sent  to  him  (through 
Hekatseus  despot  of  Kardia)  from  Antipater,  immediately  after 
the  defeat  preceding  the  siege  of  Lamia,  entreating  his  co¬ 
operation  against  the  Greeks.  Leonnatus  accordingly  came, 
intending  to  assist  Antipater  against  the  Greeks,  but  also  to  dis¬ 
possess  him  of  the  government  of  Macedonia  and  marry  Kleopa¬ 
tra.2  This  scheme  remained  unexecuted,  because  (as  has  been 
already  related)  Leonnatus  was  slain  in  his  first  encounter 
with  the  Greeks.  To  them,  his  death  was  a  grave  misfortune  ; 
to  Antipater,  it  was  an  advantage  which  more  than  counter¬ 
vailed  the  defeat,  since  it  relieved  him  from  a  dangerous  rival. 

It  was  not  till  the  ensuing  summer  that  Kraterus  found  leisure 
to  conduct  his  army  into  Macedonia.  By  this  junction,  Antipa¬ 
ter  to  whom  he  ceded  the  command,  found  himself  at  the  head 
of  a  powerful  army  —  40,000  heavy  infantry,  5000  cavalry,  and 
3000  archers  and  slingers.  He  again  marched  into  Thessaly 
against  the  Greeks  under  Antiphilus ;  and  the  two  armies  came 
in  sight  on  the  Thessalian  plains  near  Krannon.  The  Grecian 
army  consisted  of  25,000  infantry,  and  3500  cavalry  —  the  latter, 
Thessalians  under  Menon,  of  admirable  efficiency.  The  soldiers 
in  general  were  brave,  but  insubordinate ;  while  the  contingents 
of  many  cities  had  gone  home  without  returning,  in  spite  of 
urgent  remonstrances  from  the  commander.  Hoping  to  be  re¬ 
joined  by  these  absentees,  Antiphilus  and  Menon  tried  at  first 
to  defer  fighting;  but  Antipater  forced  them  to  a  battle.  Though 
Menon  with  his  Thessalian  cavalry  defeated  and  dispersed  the 
Macedonian  cavalry,  the  Grecian  infantry  were  unable  to  re¬ 
sist  the  superior  number  of  Antipater’s  infantry,  and  the  heavy 


1  Diodor,  xviii.  4. 


2  Plutarch,  Eumcnes,  3. 
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pressure  of  the  phalanx.  They  were  beaten  back  and  gave  wav 
yet  retiring  in  tolerable  order,  the  Macedonian  phalanx  being 
incompetent  for  pursuit,  to  some  difficult  neighboring  ground, 
where  they  were  soon  joined  by  their  victorious  cavalry.  The 
loss  of  the  Greeks  is  said  to  have  been  500  men  ;  that  of  the 
Macedonians,  120.1 

The  defeat  of  Krannon  (August  322  b.  c.)  was  no  way  de¬ 
cisive  or  ruinous,  nor  would  it  probably  have  crushed  the  spirit 
of  Leosthenes,  had  he  been  alive  and  in  command.  The  coming 
up  of  the  absentee  contingents  might  still  have  enabled  the 
Greeks  to  make  head.  But  Antiphilus  and  Menon,  after  hold¬ 
ing  counsel,  declined  to  await  and  accelerate  that  junction.  They 
thought  themselves  under  the  necessity  of  sending  to  open  ne¬ 
gotiations  for  peace  with  Antipater ;  who  however  returned  for 
answer,  that  he  would  not  recognize  or  treat  with  any  Grecian 
confederacy,  and  that  he  would  receive  no  propositions  except 
from  each  city  severally.  Upon  this  the  Grecian  commanders 
at  once  resolved  to  continue  the  war,  and  to  invoke  reinforce¬ 
ments  from  their  countrymen.  But  their  own  manifestation  of 
timidity  had  destroyed  the  chance  that  remained  of  such  rein¬ 
forcements  arriving.  While  Antipater  commenced  a  vigorous 
and  successful  course  of  action  against  the  Thessalian  cities 
separately,  the  Greeks  became  more  and  more  dispirited  and 
alarmed.  City  after  city  sent  its  envoys  to  entreat  peace  from 
Antipater,  who  granted  lenient  terms  to  each,  reserving  only  the 
Athenians  and  iEtolians.  In  a  few  days,  the  combined  Grecian 
army  was  dispersed;  Antiphilus  with  the  Athenians  returned 
into  Attica ;  Antipater  followed  them  southward  as  far  as  Boeo- 
tia,  taking  up  his  quarters  at  the  Macedonian  post  on  the  Kad- 
meia,  once  the  Hellenic  Thebes  —  within  two  days’  march  of 
Athens.2 

Against  the  overwhelming  force  thus  on  the  frontiers  of  Attica, 
the  Athenians  had  no  means  of  defence.  The  principal  anti- 
Macedonian  orators,  especially  Demosthenes  and  Hyperides, 
retired  from  the  city  at  once,  seeking  sanctuary  in  the  temples  of 
Kalauria  and  Angina.  Phokion  and  Demades,  as  the  envoys 


1  Diodor  xviii.  17;  Plutarch,  Phokion,  26 

2  Diodor,  xviii.  17  ;  Plutarch,  Phokion,  c.  26. 
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most  acceptable  to  Antipater,  were  sent  *o  Kadmeia  as  bearers 
of  the  submission  of  the  city,  and  petitioners  for  lenient  terms. 
Demades  is  said  to  have  been  at  this  time  disfranchised  and  dis¬ 
qualified  from  public  speaking — having  been  indicted  and  found 
guilty  thrice  (some  say  seven  times)  under  the  Graplie  Para- 
nornon  ;  but  the  Athenians  passed  a  special  vote  of  relief,  to 
enable  him  to  resume  his  functions  of  citizen.  Neither  Phokion 
nor  Demades,  however,  could  prevail  upon  Antipater  to  acquiesce 
in  anything  short  of  the  surrender  of  Athens  at  discretion  ;  the 
same  terms  as  Leosthenes  had  required  from  Antipater  himself 
at  Lamia.  Kraterus  was  even  bent  upon  marching  forward  into 
Attica,  to  dictate  terms  under  the  walls  of  Athens  ;  and  it  was 
not  without  difficulty  that  Phokion  obtained  the  abandonment  of 
this  intention ;  after  which  he  returned  to  Athens  with  the 
answer.  The  people  had  no  choice  except  to  throw  themselves 
on  the  mercy  of  Antipater ; 1  and  Phokion  and  Demades  came 
back  to  Thebes  to  learn  his  determination.  This  time  they  were 
accompanied  by  the  philosopher  Xenokrates  —  the  successor  of 
Plato  and  Speusippus,  as  presiding  teacher  in  the  school  of  the 
Academy.  Though  not  a  citizen  of  Athens,  Xenokrates  had 
long  resided  there  ;  and  it  was  supposed  that  his  dignified  charac¬ 
ter  and  intellectual  eminence  might  be  efficacious  in  mitigating 
the  wrath  of  the  conqueror.  Aristotle  had  quitted  Athens  for 
Chalkis  before  this  time  ;  otherwise  he,  the  personal  friend  of 
Antipater,  would  have  been  probably  selected  for  this  painful 
mission.  In  point  of  fact,  Xenokrates  did  no  good,  being  harshly 
received,  and  almost  put  to  silence  by  Antipater..  One  reason 
of  this  may  be,  that  he  had  been  to  a  certain  extent  the  rival  of 
Aristotle;  and  it  must  be  added  to  his  honor,  that  he  maintained 
a  higher  and  more  independent  tone  than  either  of  the  other 
envoys.2 


1  Demochares,  the  nephew  of  Demosthenes,  who  had  held  a  bold  lan 
guage  and  taken  active  part  against  Antipater  throughout  the  Lamian  war, 
is  said  to  have  delivered  a  public  harangue  recommending  resistance  even 
at  this  last  moment.  At  least  such  was  the  story  connected  with  his  statue, 
erected  a  few  years  afterwards  at  Athens,  representing  him  in  the  costume 
of  an  orator,  but  with  a  sword  in  hand  —  Plutarch,  Vit.  X.  Oratt.  p.  847  : 
compare  Polybius,  xii.  13. 

*  Plutarch,  Phokion,  27  ;  Diodor,  xviii  18 
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According  to  the  terms  dictated  by  Antipater,  the  Athenians 
were  required  to  pay  a  sum  equal  to  the  whole  cost  of  the  war ; 
to  surrender  Demosthenes,  Hyperides,  and  seemingly  at  least 
two  other  anti-Macedonian  orators ;  to  receive  a  Macedonian 
garrison  in  Munychia ;  to  abandon  their  democratical  constitu¬ 
tion  and  disfranchise  all  their  poorer  citizens.  Most  of  these 
poor  men  were  to  be  transported  from  their  homes,  and  to  re¬ 
ceive  new  lands  on  a  foreign  shore.  The  Athenian  colonists  in 
Samos  were  to  be  dispossessed  and  the  island  retransferred  to 
the  Samian  exiles  and  natives. 

It  is  said  that  Phokion  and  Demades  heard  these  terms  with 
satisfaction,  as  lenient  and  reasonable.  Xenokrates  entered 
against  them  the  strongest  protest  which  the  occasion  admitted, 
when  he  said1  —  “  If  Antipater  looks  upon  us  as  slaves,  the  terms 
are  moderate ;  if  as  freemen,  they  are  severe.”  To  Phokion’s 
entreaty,  that  the  introduction  of  the  garrison  might  be  dispensed 
with,  Antipater  replied  in  the  negative,  intimating  that  the  garri¬ 
son  would  be  not  less  serviceable  to  Phokion  himself  than  to  the 
Macedonians ;  while  Kallimedon  also,  an  Athenian  exile  there 
present,  repelled  the  proposition  with  scorn.  Respecting  the  isl¬ 
and  of  Samos,  Antipater  was  prevailed  upon  to  allow  a  special 
reference  to  the  imperial  authority. 

If  Phokion  thought  these  terms  lenient,  we  must  imagine  that 
he  expected  a  sentence  of  destruction  against  Athens,  such  as 
Alexander  had  pronounced  and  executed  against  Thebes.  Un¬ 
der  no  other  comparison  can  they  appear  lenient.  Out  of  21,000 
qualified  citizens  of  Athens,  all  those  who  did  not  possess  proper¬ 
ty  to  the  amount  of  2000  drachmas  were  condemned  to  disfran¬ 
chisement  and  deportation.  The  number  below  this  prescribed 
qualification,  who  came  under  the  penalty,  was  12,000,  or  three- 
fifths  of  the  whole.  They  were  set  aside  as  turbulent,  noisy 
democrats  ;  the  9000  richest  citizens,  the  “  party  of  order,”  were 
left  in  exclusive  possession,  not  only  of  the  citizenship,  but  of  the 
oity.  The  condemned  12,000  were  deported  out  of  Attica,  some 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  27.  Ol  /uev  avv  u/Mcu  npeafieic  rjyairrjaav  wf  (fnXav - 
Opunovg  rdf  dtaAtxretf,  ttXt/v  tov  ZevoKpaTovg,  etc.  Pausanias  even  states 
(vii.  10,  1)  that  Antipater  was  disposed  to  grant  more  lenient  terms,  but 
was  dissuaded  from  doing  so  by  Demades. 
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lo  Thrace,  some  to  the  Illyrian  or  Italian  coast,  some  to  Libya 
or  the  Kyrenaic  territory.  Besides  the  multitude  banished  sim¬ 
ply  on  the  score  of  comparative  poverty,  the  marked  anti-Mace¬ 
donian  politicians  were  banished  also,  including  Agnonides,  the 
friend  of  Demosthenes,  and  one  of  his  earnest  advocates  when 
accused  respecting  the  Harpalian  treasures.1  At  the  request  of 
Phokion,  Antipater  consented  to  render  the  deportation  less 
sweeping  than  he  had  originally  intended,  so  far  as  to  permit 
some  exiles,  Agnonides  among  the  rest,  to  remain  within  the  lim¬ 
its  of  Peloponnesus.2  We  shall  see  him  presently  contemplating 
a  still  more  wholesale  deportation  of  the  -ZEtolian  people. 

It  is  deeply  to  be  lamented  that  this  important  revolution,  not 
only  cutting  down  Athens  to  less  than  one-half  of  her  citizen 
population,  but  involving  a  deportation  fraught  with  individual 
hardship  and  suffering,  is  communicated  to  us  only  in  two  or 
three  sentences  of  Plutarch  and  Diodorus,  without  any  details 
from  contemporary  observers.  It  is  called  by  Diodorus  a  return 
to  the  Solonian  constitution ;  but  the  comparison  disgraces  the 
name  of  that  admirable  lawgiver,  whose  changes,  taken  as  a 
whole,  were  prodigiously  liberal  and  enfranchising,  compared 
with  what  he  found  established.  The  deportation  ordained  by 
Antipater  must  indeed  have  brought  upon  the  poor  citizens  of 
Athens  a  state  of  suffering  in  foreign  lands  analogous  to  that 


1  See  Fragments  of  Hyperides  adv.  Demosth.  p.  61-65,  ed.  Babington. 

2  Diodor,  xviii.  18.  ovtoi  ptv  ovv  ovte y  irXeiovg  ruv  pvp'uov  (instead  of 
dicpvpiuv,  which  seems  a  mistake)  nal  diaxtlAuv  pETEora&TjGav  ek  7%  7rar- 
pldos'  o'l  6e  TTjV  UpiGfiEVTjV  TtpTJGLV  e^OVTff  7 TEpl  EVVaKlCXl^LOVg,  UTTEdElx^V" 

oav  Kvpioi  rrjg  te  ttoXeuc  nal  tj/q  x^PaCi  nara.  ZoXuvog  vopovg  etvo- 
?utevovto.  Plutarch  states  the  disfranchised  as  above  12,000. 

Plutarch,  Phokion,  28,  29  "Opus  6'  ovv  6  Qukujv  nal  <pvyf]g  airriXka& 
•KoTi’kovq  dE7]-&Eir  rov  ’AvrnraTpov'  nal  Qsvyovoi  diETrpatjaro ,  pr]  na'&arrEp  oi 
TmitcoI  t&v  pE&iGTapEvuv  VKEp  Ta  Kspavvta  opr]  ko2  rdv  Taivapov  ekttegeiv 
1%  'EAJiadog,  aXk'  Iv  1  IeAottovvvgu  narotKElv,  uv  ijv  nal  'A yvuvidrjg  6  gvko * 
tt>avT7]g. 

Diodorus  and  Plutarch  (c.  29)  mention  that  Antipater  assigned  resi¬ 
dences  in  Thrace  for  the  expatriated.  Those  who  went  beyond  the  Kerau- 
aian  mountains  must  have  gone  either  to  the  Illyrian  coast,  Apollonia  or 
Epidamnus  —  or  to  the  Gulf  of  Tarentum.  Those  who  went  beyond 
Taenarus  would  probably  be  sent  to  Libya  see  Thucydides,  vii.  19, 10; 
vii.  50,  2. 
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which  Sol  )n  describes  as  having  preceded  his  Seisachthaia,  of 
measure  for  the  relief  of  debtors.1  What  rules  the  nine  thou¬ 
sand  remaining  citizens  adopted  for  their  new  constitution,  we 
do  not  know.  Whatever  they  did,  must  now  have  been  subject 
to  the  consent  of  Antipater  and  the  Macedonian  garrison,  which 
entered  Munychia,  under  the  command  of  Menyllus,  on  the 
twentieth  day  of  the  month  Boedromion  (September),  rather 
more  than  a  month  after  the  battle  of  Krannon.  The  day  of  its 
entry  presented  a  sorrowful  contrast.  It  was  the  day  on  which, 
during  the  annual  ceremony  of  the  mysteries  of  Eleusinian  De¬ 
meter,  the  multitudinous  festal  procession  of  citizens  escorted  the 
god  Iacchus  from  Athens  to  Eleusis.2 3 

One  of  the  earliest  measures  of  the  nine  thousand  was,  to  con¬ 
demn  to  death,  at  the  motion  of  Demades,  the  distinguished  anti- 
Macedonian  orators  who  had  already  fled  —  Demosthenes,  Hy- 
perides,  Aristonikus,  and  Himerams,  brother  of  the  citizen  after¬ 
wards  celebrated  as  Demetrius  the  Phalerean.  The  three  last 
having  taken  refuge  in  Angina,  and  Demosthenes  in  Kalauria, 
all  of  them  were  out  of  the  reach  of  an  Athenian  sentence,  but 
not  beyond  that  of  the  Macedonian  sword.  At  this  miserable 
season,  Greece  was  full  of  similar  exiles,  the  anti-Macedonian 
leaders  out  of  all  the  cities  which  had  taken  part  in  the  Lamian 
war.  The  officers  of  Antipater,  called  in  the  language  of  the 
time  the  Exile-Hunters,8  were  everywhere  on  the  look-out  to 
seize  these  proscribed  men ;  many  of  the  orators,  from  other  cit¬ 
ies  as  well  as  from  Athens,  were  slain  ;  and  there  was  no  refuge 
except  the  mountains  of  AEtolia  for  any  of  them.4 * * *  One  of  these 
officers,  a  Thurian  named  Archias,  who  had  once  been  a  tragic 
actor,  passed  over  with  a  company  of  Thracian  soldiers  to  AEgi- 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  28.  tuTTE'KoTiLopK.rjfj.evoLg  kyaecav :  compare  Solon, 

Fragment  28,  ed.  Gaisford.  2  Plutarch,  Phokion,  28. 

3  Plutarch,  Demosth.  28.  ’Ap^iuf  6  aTiTj-delg  Qvyado&rjpae,  Plutarch,  Vit. 
X.  Oratt.  p.  846. 

4  Polybius,  ix.  29,  30.  This  is  stated,  as  matter  of  traditional  pride,  by 

an  JEtolian  speaker  more  than  a  century  afterwards.  In  the  speech  of  his 

Akarnanian  opponent,  there  is  nothing  to  contradict  it  —  while  the  fact  is 

m  itself  highly  probable. 

See  Westermann,  Geschichte  der  Beredsamkeit  in  Griechenland  ch.  71 
r'Ote  4- 
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*a,  where  he  seized  the  three  Athenian  orators  —  Hyperides, 
Aristonikus,  and  Himeraeus —  dragging  them  out  of  the  sanctu¬ 
ary  of  the  AEakeion  or  chapel  of  ACakus.  They  were  all  sent  as 
prisoners  to  Antipater,  who  had  by  this  time  marched  forward 
with  his  army  to  Corinth  and  Kleonse  in  Peloponnesus.  All 
were  there  put  to  death,  by  his  order.  It  is  even  said,  and  on 
respectable  authority,  that  the  tongue  of  Hyperides  was  cut  out 
before  he  was  slain ;  according  to  another  statement,  he  himself 
bit  it  out  —  being  put  to  the  torture,  and  resolving  to  make  reve¬ 
lation  of  secrets  impossible.  Respecting  the  details  of  his  death, 
there  were  several  different  stories.1 

Having  conducted  these  prisoners  to  Antipater,  Archias  pro¬ 
ceeded  with  his  Thracians  to  Kalauria  in  search  of  Demosthenes. 
The  temple  of  Poseidon  there  situated,  in  which  the  orator  had 
taken  sanctuary,  was  held  in  such  high  veneration,  that  Arcliiaf , 
hesitating  to  drag  him  out  by  force,  tried  to  persuade  him  to 
come  forth  voluntarily,  under  promise  that  he  should  suffer  no 
harm.  But  Demosthenes,  well  aware  of  the  fate  which  awaited 
him,  swallowed  poison  in  the  temple,  and  when  the  dose  was  be¬ 
ginning  to  take  effect,  came  out  of  the  sacred  ground,  expiring 
immediately  after  he  had  passed  the  boundary.  The  accompany¬ 
ing  circumstances  were  recounted  in  several  different  ways.2 
Eratosthenes  (to  whose  authority  I  lean)  affirmed  that  Demos¬ 
thenes  carried  the  poison  in  a  ring  round  his  arm ;  others  said 
that  it  was  suspended  in  a  linen  bag  round  his  neck  ;  according 
to  a  third  story,  it  was  contained  in  a  writing-quill,  which  he  was 
seen  to  bite  and  suck,  while  composing  a  last  letter  to  Antipater. 
Amidst  these  contradictory  details,  we  can  only  affirm  as  certain, 


1  Plutarch,  Demosth.  28 ;  Plutarch,  Vit.  X.  Orat.  p.  849 :  Photius,  p. 
496. 

2  Plutarch,  Demosth.  30.  t&v  6'  a?i^uv,  ocsoi  yeyputyaGL  tl  nepl  avrov} 
ir  a  fin  oWol  (J’  el  a},  rue  dia<f>opa<;  ovk  avaynalov  e-Ke^eli-delv,  etc. 

The  taunts  on  Archias’s  profession,  as  an  actor,  and  as  an  indifferent 
actor,  which  Plutarch  puts  into  the  mouth  of  Demosthenes  (c.  29),  appear 
to  me  not  worthy  either  of  the  man  or  of  the  occasion  ;  nor  are  they  suffi¬ 
ciently  avouched  to  induce  me  to  transcribe  them.  Whatever  bitterness  of 
spirit  Demosthenes  might  choose  to  manifest,  at  such  a  moment,  would 
surely  be  vented  m  the  chief  enemy,  Amipater;  not  upon  the  mere  instru 
ment. 
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that  the  poison  which  he  had  provided  beforehand  preserved  him 
from  the  sword  of  Antipater,  and  perhaps  com  having  his  tongue 
cut  out.  The  most  remarkable  assertk.i  was  that  of  Demo- 
chares,  nephew  of  Demosthenes,  made  in  his  harangues  at 
Athens  a  few  years  afterwards.  Demochares  asserted  that  his 
uncle  had  not  taken  poison,  but  had  been  softly  withdrawn  from 
the  world  by  a  special  providence  of  the  gods,  just  at  the  moment 
essential  to  rescue  him  from  the  cruelty  of  the  Macedonians.  It 
is  not  less  to  be  noted,  as  an  illustration  of  the  vein  of  sentiment 
afterwards  prevalent,  that  Archias  the  Exile-Hunter  was  affirm¬ 
ed  to  have  perished  in  the  utmost  dishonor  and  wretchedness.1 

The  violent  deaths  of  these  illustrious  orators,  the  disfranchise¬ 
ment  and  deportation  of  the  Athenian  Demos,  the  suppression  of 
the  public  Dikasteries,  the  occupation  of  Athens  by  a  Macedonian 
garrison,  and  of  Greece  generally  by  Macedonian  Exile-Hunters 
—  are  events  belonging  to  one  and  the  same  calamitous  tragedy, 
and  marking  the  extinction  of  the  autonomous  hellenic  world. 
Of  Ilyperides  as  a  citizen  we  know  only  the  general  fact,  that  he 
maintained  from  first  to  last,  and  with  oratorical  ability  inferior 
only  to  Demosthenes,  a  strenuous  opposition  to  Macedonian  do¬ 
minion  over  Greece  ;  though  his  prosecution  of  Demosthenes 
respecting  the  Harpalian  treasure  appears  (as  far  as  it  comes  be¬ 
fore  us)  discreditable.  Of  Demosthenes  we  know  more  — 
enough  to  form  a  judgment  of  him  both  as  citizen  and  statesman. 
At  the  time  of  his  death  he  was  about  sixty-two  years  of  age, 
and  we  have  before  us  his  first  Philippic,  delivered  thirty  years 
before  (352-351  b.  c.).  We  are  thus  sure,  that  even  at  that 
early  day,  he  took  a  sagacious  and  provident  measure  of  the  dan¬ 
ger  which  threatened  Grecian  liberty  from  the  energy  and  en¬ 
croachments  of  Philip.  He  impressed  upon  his  countrymen  this 
coming  danger,  at  a  time  when  the  older  and  more  influential 
politicians  either  could  not  or  would  not  see  it  ;  he  called  aloud 
upon  his  fellow-citizens  for  personal  service  and  pecuniary  con¬ 
tributions,  enforcing  the  call  by  all  the  artifices  of  consummate 
oratory,  when  such  distateful  propositions  only  entailed  unpopu- 


1  Plutarch,  Demosth.  30;  Plutarch,  Yit.  X.  Orat.  p.  846;  Photius  p.  494 
Arrian,  De  Rebus  post  Alexand.  vi.  ap.  Photium,  Cod.  92. 
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Parity  upon  himself.  At  the  period  when  Demosthenes  first  ad 
dress  1  these  earnest  appeals  to  his  countrymen,  long  before  the 
fall  of  Olynthus,  the  power  of  Philip,  though  formidable,  might 
ha've  been  kept  perfectly  well  within  the  limits  of  Macedonia  and 
Thrace  ;  and  would  probably  have  been  so  kept,  had  Demosthe¬ 
nes  possessed  in  351  b.  c.  as  much  public  influence  as  he  had 
acquired  ten  years  afterwards,  in  341  b.  c. 

Throughout  the  whole  career  of  Demosthenes  as  a  public  ad 
viser,  down  to  the  battle  of  Chseroneia,  we  trace  the  same  com 
bination  of  earnest  patriotism  with  wise  and  long-sighted  policy 
During  the  three  years’  war  which  ended  with  the  battle  of  Chae 
roneia,  the  Athenians  in  the  main  followed  his  counsel  ;  and  dis¬ 
astrous  as  were  the  ultimate  military  results  of  that  war,  for 
which  Demosthenes  could  not  be  responsible  —  its  earlier  periods 
were  creditable  and  successful,  its  general  scheme  was  the  best 
that  the  case  admitted,  and  its  diplomatic  management  univer¬ 
sally  triumphant.  But  what  invests  the  purposes  and  policy  of 
Demosthenes  with  peculiar  grandeur,  is,  that  they  were  not  sim¬ 
ply  Athenian,  but  in  an  eminent  degree  Panhellenic  also.  It  was 
not  Athens  only  that  he  sought  to  defend  against  Philip,  but  the 
whole  hellenic  world.  In  this  he  towers  above  the  greatest  of 
his  predecessors  for  half  a  century  before  his  birth  —  Perikles, 
Archidamus,  Agesilaus,  Epaminondas  ;  whose  policy  was  Athe¬ 
nian,  Spartan,  Theban,  rather  than  hellenic.  He  carries  us  back 
to  the  time  of  the  invasion  of  Xerxes  and  the  generation  imme¬ 
diately  succeeding  it,  when  the  struggles  and  sufferings  of  the 
Athenians  against  Persia  were  consecrated  by  complete  identity 
of  interest  with  collective  Greece.  The  sentiments  to  which  De¬ 
mosthenes  appeals  throughout  his  numerous  orations,  are  those 
of  the  noblest  and  largest  patriotism  ;  trying  to  inflame  the  an¬ 
cient  Grecian  sentiment,  of  an  autonomous  hellenic  world,  as  the 
indispensable  condition  of  a  dignified  and  desirable  existence1 — 
but  inculcating  at  the  same  time  that  these  blessings  could  onlj 
be  preserved  by  toil,  self-sacrifice,  devotion  of  fortune,  and  wil 
lingness  to  brave  hard  and  steady  personal  service. 


1  Demosthenes,  De  Corona,  p.  324.  ovtol  —  ttjv  tXev&epiav  aal  rd  pi 
Seva  hx£LV  bea-n-oTTjv  avruv,  a  rolg  TrpoTepoig  "E Mijoiv  opoL  rtiv  u ya&uv  toa 
Kal  Kavoves,  avaT£Tpa<f>6re f,  etc. 
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From  the  destru<  tion  of  Thebes  by  Alexander  in  335  b.  c.,  tc 
the  Laraian  war  after  his  death,  the  policy  of  Athens  neither  was 
nor  could  be  conducted  by  Demosthenes.  But,  condemned  as  he 
was  to  comparative  inefficacy,  he  yet  rendered  material  service  to 
Athens,  in  the  Harpalian  affair  of  324  b.  c.  If,  instead  of  op¬ 
posing  the  alliance  of  the  city  with  Harpalus,  he  had  supported  it 
as  warmly  as  Ilyperides  —  the  exaggerated  promises  of  the  exile 
might  probably  have  prevailed,  and  war  would  have  been  de¬ 
clared  against  Alexander.  In  respect  to  the  charge  of  having 
been  corrupted  by  Harpalus,  I  have  already  shown  reasons  for 
believing  him  innocent.  The  Lamian  war,  the  closing  scene  of 
his  activity,  was  not  of  his  original  suggestion,  since  he  was  in 
exile  at  its  commencement.  But  he  threw  himself  into  it  with 
unreserved  ardor,  and  was  greatly  instrumental  in  procuring  the 
large  number  of  adhesions  which  it  obtained  from  so  many  Gre¬ 
cian  states.  In  spite  of  its  disastrous  result,  it  was,  like  the  bat¬ 
tle  of  Chaaroneia,  a  glorious  effort  for  the  recovery  of  Grecian 
liberty,  undertaken  under  circumstances  which  promised  a  fair 
chance  of  success.  There  was  no  excessive  rashness  in  calcu¬ 
lating  on  distractions  in  the  empire  left  by  Alexander  —  on  mu¬ 
tual  hostility  among  the  principal  officers  —  and  on  the  proba¬ 
bility  of  having  only  to  make  head  against  Antipater  and  Mace¬ 
donia,  with  little  or  no  reinforcement  from  Asia.  Disastrous  as 
the  enterprise  ultimately  proved,  yet  the  risk  was  one  fairly  worth 
incurring,  with  so  noble  an  object  at  stake ;  and  could  the  war 
have  been  protracted  another  year,  its  termination  would  proba¬ 
bly  have  been  very  different.  We  shall  see  this  presently  when 
we  come  to  follow  Asiatic  events.  After  a  catastrophe  so  ruin¬ 
ous,  extinguishing  free  speech  in  Greece,  and  dispersing  the  Athe¬ 
nian  Demos  to  distant  lands,  Demosthenes  himself  could  hardly 
have  desired,  at  the  age  of  sixty-two,  to  prolong  his  existence  as 
a  fugitive  beyond  sea. 

Of  the  speeches  which  he  composed  for  private  litigants,  occa¬ 
sionally  also  for  himself,  before  the  Dikastery  —  and  of  the  nu¬ 
merous  stimulating  and  admonitory  harangues,  on  the  public  af¬ 
fairs  of  the  moment,  which  he  had  addressed  to  his  assembled 
countrymen,  a  few  remain  for  the  admiration  of  posterity.  These 
harangues  serve  to  us,  not  onlv  as  evidence  of  his  unrivalled  ex 
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oellence  as  an  orator,  but  as  one  of  the  chief  sources  from  which 
we  are  enabled  to  appreciate  the  last  phase  of  free  Grecian  life, 
as  an  acting  and  working  reality. 


CHAPTER  XCVL 

FROM  THE  L  AMI  AN  WAR  TO  THE  CLOSE  OF  THE  HISTORY  OF 
FREE  HELLAS  AND  HELLENISM. 

The  death  of  Demosthenes,  with  its  tragical  circumstances  re¬ 
counted  in  my  last  chapter,  is  on  the  whole  less  melancholy  than 
the  prolonged  life  of  Phokion,  as  agent  of  Macedonian  supre¬ 
macy  in  a  city  half-depopulated,  where  he  had  been  born  a  free 
titizen,  and  which  he  had  so  long  helped  to  administer  as  a  free 
community.  The  dishonor  of  Phokion’s  position  must  have  been 
aggravated  by  the  distress  in  Athens,  arising  both  out  of  the  vio¬ 
lent  deportation  of  one-half  of  its  free  citizens,  and  out  of  the 
compulsory  return  of  the  Athenian  settlers  from  Samos ;  which 
island  was  now  taken  from  Athens,  after  she  had  occupied  it 
forty-three  years,  and  restored  to  the  Samian  people  and  to  their 
recalled  exiles,  by  a  rescript  of  Perdikkas  in  the  name  of  Arid- 
asus.1  Occupying  this  obnoxious  elevation,  Phokion  exercised 
authority  with  his  usual  probity  and  mildness.  Exerting  him¬ 
self  to  guard  the  citizens  from  being  annoyed  by  disorders  on  the 
part  of  the  garrison  of  Munychia,  he  kept  up  friendly  intercourse 
with  its  commander  Menyllus,  though  refusing  all  presents  both 


1  Diodor,  xviii.  18;  Diogen  Laert.  x  1.  1.  I  have  endeavored  to  show, 
in  the  Tenth  Volume  of  this  History  (Ch.  lxxix  p.  297,  note),  that  Diodo¬ 
rus  is  correct  in  giving  forty-three  years,  as  the  duration  of  the  Athenian 
Kleruchies  in  Samos:  although  both  Wesseling  and  Mr.  Clinton  impugn 
his  statement.  The  Athenian  occupation  of  Samos  began  immediately 
after  the  conquest  of  the  island  by  Timotheus,  in  366-365  b  c  ;  but  addi 
tional  batches  of  colonists  were  sent  thither  in  later  years. 
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from  him  ana  from  Antipater.  He  was  anxious  to  bestow  the 
gift  of  citizenship  upon  the  philosopher  Xenokrates,  who  was 
only  a  metic,  or  resident  non-freeman  ;  but  Xenokrates  declined 
the  offer,  remarking,  that  he  would  accept  no  place  in  a  constitu¬ 
tion  against  which  he  had  protested  as  envoy.1  This  mark  of 
courageous  independence,  not  a  little  remarkable  while  the 
Macedonians  were  masters  of  the  city,  was  a  tacit  reproach  to 
the  pliant  submission  of  Phokion. 

Throughout  Peloponnesus,  Antipater  purged  and  remodelled 
the  cities,  Argos,  Megalopolis,  and  others,  as  he  had  done  at 
Athens  ;  installing  in  each  an  oligarchy  of  his  own  partisans  — 
sometimes  with  a  Macedonian  garrison  —  and  putting  to  death, 
deporting,  or  expelling,  hostile,  or  intractable,  or  democratical 
citizens.2 * * * * *  Having  completed  the  subjugation  of  Peloponnesus, 
he  passed  across  the  Corinthian  Gulf  to  attack  the  ^Etolians, 
now  the  only  Greeks  remaining  unsubdued.  It  was  the  purpose 
of  Antipater,  not  merely  to  conquer  this  warlike  and  rude  peo¬ 
ple,  but  to  transport  them  in  mass  across  into  Asia,  and  march 
them  up  to  the  interior  deserts  of  the  empire.8  His  army  was 
too  powerful  to  be  resisted  on  even  ground,  so  that  all  the  more 
accessible  towns  and  villages  fell  into  his  hands.  But  the  ASto- 
lians  defended  themselves  bravely,  withdrew  their  families  into 
the  high  towns  and  mountain  tops  of  their  very  rugged  country, 
and  caused  serious  loss  to  the  Macedonian  invaders.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  Kraterus,  who  had  carried  on  war  of  the  same  kind  with 
Alexander  in  Sogdiana,  manifested  so  much  skill  in  seizing  the 
points  of  communication,  that  he  intercepted  all  their  supplies 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  29,  30. 

2  Diodor,  xviii.  55,  56,  57,  68,  69.  <pavepov  d’  ovrog ,  oti  K aoaavbpog  tuv 

kotu  TTjv  'EAAuda  7 To?i.eo)v  avd^eraL,  dta  to  rdf  pev  avruv  rraTpiKaig  <ppovpatg 

<t>v?iuTTeo'dcu,  Tag  d’  vrr'  oXryapxiuv  dioiKeia$aLy  Kvpievopevag  vnb  tuv  Avtl 

naTpov  <p'u \uv  nai  Zevuv. 

That  citizens  were  not  only  banished,  but  deported,  by  Antipater  from 

various  other  cities  besides  Athens,  we  may  see  from  the  edict  issued  by 
Polysperchon  shortly  after  the  death  of  Antipater  (Diod.  xviii.  56)  —  /cat 
Tovg  peraoravTag  jj  (j>v  y  ov  t  a  g  vnd  tuv  rjpeTepuv  (i.  e.  Antipater  and 
Kraterus),  acp'  uv  xpdvwv  'ATii^avdpog  elg  ttjv  ’Aaiav  fiiepTj,  Karayopev,  etc. 

8  Diodor,  xviii.  25.  dieyvuicoTeg  voTepov  avTovg  KaTaTroXeprjoai,  kcu 
peraoTrjaat  rravoiKtovg  a  it  a  v  t  a  g  elg  rr/v  kprjpiav  nai  nofifiw 
tutu  Tfjg  ’Aoiag  neuievvv  ruaap- 
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and  reduced  them  to  extreme  distress,  amidst  the  winter  which 
had  now  supervened.  The  iEtolians,  in  spite  of  bravery  and 
endurance,  must  soon  have  been  compelled  to  surrender  from 
cold  and  hunger,  had  not  the  unexpected  arrival  of  Antigonus 
from  Asia  communicated  such  news  to  Antipater  and  Kraterus, 
as  induced  them  to  prepare  for  marching  back  to  Macedonia, 
with  a  view  to  the  crossing  of  the  Hellespont  and  operating  in 
Asia.  They  concluded  a  pacification  with  the  iEtolians  —  post¬ 
poning  till  a  future  period  their  design  of  deporting  that  people, 
—  and  withdrew  into  Macedonia;  where  Antipater  cemented  his 
alliance  with  Kraterus  by  giving  to  him  his  daughter  Phila  in 
marriage.1 

Another  daughter  of  Antipater,  named  Nikaea,  had  been  sent 
over  to  Asia  not  long  before,  to  become  the  wife  of  Perdikkas. 
That  general,  acting  as  guardian  or  prime  minister  to  the  kings 
of  Alexander’s  family  (who  are  now  spoken  of  in  the  plural 
number,  since  Roxana  had  given  birth  to  a  posthumous  son, 
called  Alexander,  and  made  king  jointly  with  Philip  Aridaeus), 
had  at  first  sought  close  combination  with  Antipater,  demanding 
his  daughter  in  marriage.  But  new  views  were  presently  opened 
to  him  by  the  intrigues  of  the  princesses  at  Pella  (Olympias, 
with  her  daughter  Kleopatra,  widow  of  the  Molossian  Alexan¬ 
der)  —  who  had  always  been  at  variance  with  Antipater,  even 
throughout  the  life  of  Alexander  —  and  Ivynane  (daughter  of 
Philip  by  an  Illyrian  mother,  and  widow  of  Amyntas,  first  cou¬ 
sin  of  Alexander,  but  slain  by  Alexander’s  order)  with  her 
daughter  Eurydike.  It  has  been  already  mentioned  that  Kleo¬ 
patra  had  offered  herself  in  marriage  to  Leonnatus,  inviting  him 
to  come  over  and  occupy  the  throne  of  Macedonia :  he  had  obey¬ 
ed  the  call,  but  had  been  slain  in  his  first  battle  against  the 
Greeks,  thus  relieving  Antipater  from  a  dangerous  rival.  The 
first  project  of  Olympias  being  thus  frustrated,  she  had  sent  to 
Perdikkas  proposing  to  him  a  marriage  with  Kleopatra.  Per- 
dikkas  had  already  pledged  himself  to  the  daughter  of  Anti  pa¬ 
ter  ;  nevertheless  he  now  debated  whether  his  ambition  would 
not  be  better  served  by  breaking  his  pledge,  and  accepting  the 
new  proposition.  To  this  step  he  was  advised  by  Eumenes,  his 


1  Diodor,  xviii.  18-25. 
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ablest  friend  and  coadjutor,  steadily  attached  to  the  interest  of 
the  regal  family,  and  withal  personally  hated  by  Antipater.  But 
Alketas,  brother  of  Perdikkas,  represented  that  it  would  be  haz¬ 
ardous  to  provoke  openly  and  immediately  the  wrath  of  Antipa¬ 
ter.  Accordingly  Perdikkas  resolved  to  accept  Niksea  for  the 
moment,  but  to  send  her  away  after  no  long  time,  and  take  Kleo¬ 
patra  ;  to  whom  secret  assurances  from  him  were  conveyed  by 
Eumenes.  Kynane  also  (daughter  of  Philip  and  widow  of  his 
nephew  Amyntas)  a  warlike  and  ambitious  woman,  had  brought 
into  Asia  her  daughter  Eurydike  for  the  purpose  of  espousing 
the  king  Philip  Aridaeus.  Being  averse  to  this  marriage,  and 
probably  instigated  by  Olympias  also,  Perdikkas  and  Alketas 
put  Kynane  to  death.  But  the  indignation  excited  among  the 
soldiers  by  this  deed  was  so  furious  as  to  menace  their  safety, 
and  they  were  forced  to  permit  the  marriage  of  the  king  with 
Eurydike.1 

All  these  intrigues  were  going  on  thiough  the  summer  of  322 
b.  c.,  while  the  Lamian  war  was  still  effectively  prosecuted  by 
the  Greeks.  About  the  autumn  of  the  year,  Antigonus  (called 
Monophthalmus),  the  satrap  of  Phrygia,  detected  these  secret 
intrigues  of  Perdikkas ;  who,  for  that  and  other  reasons,  began 
to  look  on  him  as  an  enemy,  and  to  plot  against  his  life.  Ap¬ 
prised  of  his  danger,  Antigonus  made  his  escape  from  Asia  into 
Europe  to  acquaint  Antipater  and  Kraterus  with  the  hostile  ma¬ 
noeuvres  of  Perdikkas  ;  upon  which  news,  the  two  generals,  im¬ 
mediately  abandoning  the  iEtolian  war,  withdrew  their  army 
from  Greece  for  the  more  important  object  of  counteracting  Per¬ 
dikkas  in  Asia. 

To  us,  these  contests  of  the  Macedonian  officers  belong  only  so 
far  as  they  affect  the  Greeks.  And  we  see,  by  the  events  just 
noticed,  how  unpropitious  to  the  Greeks  were  the  turns  of  For- 


1  Diodor,  xviii.  23  ;  Arrian,  De  Rebus  post  Alex.  vi.  ap.  Phot.  Cod.  92 
Diodorus  alludes  to  the  murder  of  Kynane  or  Kynna,  in  another  place 
(xix.  52). 

Compare  Polyaenus,  viii.  60  —  who  mentions  the  murder  of  Kynane  by 
Alketas,  but  gives  a  somewhat  different  exp,<v*iation  of  her  purpose  in  pass¬ 
ing  into  Asia. 

About  Kynane,  see  Duris,  Fragro.  ‘"2  Fragment.  Hist.  Graec.  vol.  ii.  p 
475;  Athenae.  xiii.  p.  560. 
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tune,  throughout  the  Lamian  war :  the  grave  of  Grecian  liberty, 
not  for  the  actual  combatants  only,  but  for  their  posterity  also.1 
Until  the  battle  of  Krannon  and  the  surrender  of  Athens,  every¬ 
thing  fell  out  so  as  to  relieve  Antipater  from  embarrassment,  and 
impart  to  him  double  force.  The  intrigues  of  the  princesses  at 
Pella,  who  were  well  known  to  hate  him,  first  raised  up  Leon- 
natus,  next  Perdikkas,  against  him.  Had  Leonnatus  lived,  the 
arm  of  Antipater  would  have  been  at  least  weakened,  if  not  par¬ 
alyzed  ;  had  Perdikkas  declared  himself  earlier,  the  forces  of 
Antipater  must  have  been  withdrawn  to  oppose  him,  and  the 
battle  of  Krannon  would  probably  have  had  a  different  issue. 
As  soon  as  Perdikkas  became  hostile  to  Antipater,  it  was  his 
policy  to  sustain  and  seek  alliance  with  the  Greeks,  as  we  shall 
find  him  presently  doing  with  the  iEtolians.2 * *  Through  causes 
thus  purely  accidental,  Antipater  obtained  an  interval  of  a  few 
months,  during  which  his  hands  were  not  only  free,  but  armed 
with  new  and  unexpected  strength  from  Leonnatus  and  Krate- 
rus,  to  close  the  Lamian  war.  The  disastrous  issue  of  that  war 
was  therefore  in  great  part  the  effect  of  casualties,  among  which 
we  must  include  the  death  of  Leosthenes  himself.  Such  issue  is 
not  to  be  regarded  as  proving  that  the  project  was  desperate  or 
ill-conceived  on  the  part  of  its  promoters,  who  had  full  right  to 
reckon,  among  the  probabilities  of  their  case,  the  effects  of  dis¬ 
cord  between  the  Macedonian  chiefs. 

In  the  spring  of  321  b.  c.,  Antipater  and  Kraterus,  having 
concerted  operations  with  Ptolemy  governor  of  Egypt,  crossed 
into  Asia  and  began  their  conflict  with  Perdikkas ;  who  himself, 


1  The  fine  lines  of  Lucan  (Phars.  vii.  640)  on  the  effects  of  the  battle  of 
Pharsalia,  may  be  cited  here  :  — 

11  Majus  ab  hac  acie,  quam  quod  sua  ssecula  ferrent, 

Vulnus  habent  populi  :  plus  est  quam  vita  salusque 
Quod  perit:  in  totum  mundi  y  rosternimur  sevum. 

Vincitur  his  gladiis  omnis,  quae  serviet,  jetas. 

Proxima  quid  soboles,  aut  quid  meruere  nepotes, 

In  regnum  nasci  ?  ”  etc. 

2  Diodor,  xviii.  38.  ’AvriruTpov  6 '  elg  tt/v  ’ Aoiav  dia/ScfSijKOTOc,  A /rw5* 

nard.  rdf  7rpdf  H  e  p  6 1  ut  av  awdr/naq  iarpurevaav  eic  rfiv  O tt 

rn?uav,  etc. 
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having  the  kings  along  with  him,  marched  against  Egypt  to  at¬ 
tack  Ptolemy ;  leaving  his  brother  Alketas,  in  conjunction  with 
Eumenes  as  general,  to  maintain  his  cause  in  Kappadokia  and 
Asia  Minor.  Alketas,  discouraged  by  the  adverse  feeling  of  the 
Macedonians  generally,  threw  up  the  enterprise  as  hopeless. 
But  Eumenes,  though  embarrassed  and  menaced  in  every  way  by 
the  treacherous  jealousy  of  his  own  Macedonian  officers,  and  by 
the  discontent  of  the  soldiers  against  him  as  a  Greek  —  and 
though  compelled  to  conceal  from  these  soldiers  the  fact  that 
Kraterus,  who  was  popular  among  them,  commanded  on  the  op¬ 
posite  side,  —  displayed  nevertheless  so  much  ability  that  he 
gained  an  important  victory,1  in  which  both  Neoptolemus  and 
Kraterus  perished.  Neoptolemus  was  killed  by  Eumenes  with 
his  own  hand,  after  a  personal  conflict  desperate  in  the  extreme 
and  long  doubtful,  and  at  the  cost  of  a  severe  wound  to  himself.2 3 
After  the  victory,  he  found  Kraterus  still  alive,  though  expiring 
from  his  wound.  Deeply  afflicted  at  the  sight,  he  did  his  utmost 
to  restore  the  dying  man ;  and  when  this  proved  to  be  impossi¬ 
ble,  caused  his  dead  body  to  be  honorably  shrouded  and  trans¬ 
mitted  into  Macedonia  for  burial. 

This  new  proof  of  the  military  ability  and  vigor  of  Eumenes, 
together  with  the  death  of  two  such  important  officers  as  Kra¬ 
terus  and  Neoptolemus  —  proved  ruinous  to  the  victor  himself, 
without  serving  the  cause  in  which  he  fought.  Perdikkas  hia 
chief  did  not  live  to  hear  of  it.  That  general  was  so  overbear¬ 
ing  and  tyrannical  in  his  demeanor  towards  the  other  officers  — 
and  withal  so  unsuccessful  in  his  first-  operations  against  Ptolemy 
on  the  Pelusiac  branch  of  the  Nile  —  that  his  own  army  muti¬ 
nied  and  slew  him.8  His  troops  joined  Ptolemy,  whose  concilia- 


1  Plutarch,  Eumenes,  7 ;  Cornel.  Nepos,  Eumenes,  c.  4.  Eumenes  had 
trained  a  body  of  Asiatic  and  Thracian  cavalry  to  fight  in  close  combat 
with  the  short  pike  and  sword  of  the  Macedonian  Companions  — relinquish¬ 
ing  the  javelin,  the  missiles,  and  the  alternation  of  charging  and  retiring 
usual  to  Asiatics. 

Diodorus  (xviii.  30,  31,  32)  gives  an  account  at  some  length  of  this  bat< 
tie.  He  as  well  as  Plutarch  may  probably  have  borrowed  from  Hierony¬ 
mus  of  Kardia. 

8  Arrian  ap.  Photium,  Cod.  92;  Justin,  xiii.  8  DiodDr.  xviii.  33. 

3  Diodor,  xviii.  36. 
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behavior  gained  tlieir  goodwill.  Only  two  days  after  this 
revolution,  a  messenger  from  Eumenes  reached  the  camp,  an¬ 
nouncing  his  victory  and  the  death  of  Kraterus.  Had  this  intel¬ 
ligence  been  received  by  Perdikkas  himself  at  the  head  of  his 
army,  the  course  of  subsequent  events  might  have  been  sensibly 
altered.  Eumenes  would  have  occupied  the  most  commanding 
position  in  Asia,  as  general  of  the  kings  of  the  Alexandrine  fam- 
to  whom  both  his  interests  and  his  feelings  attached  him. 
But  the  news,  arriving  at  the  moment  when  it  did,  caused 
throughout  the  army  only  the  most  violent  exasperation  against 
him ;  not  simply  as  ally  of  the  odious  Perdikkas,  but  as  cause  of 
death  to  the  esteemed  Kraterus.  He,  together  with  Alketas  and 
fifty  officers,  was  voted  by  the  soldiers  a  public  enemy.  No 
measures  were  kept  with  him  henceforward  by  Macedonian  offi¬ 
cers  or  soldiers.  At  the  same  time  several  officers  attached  to 
Perdikkas  in  the  camp,  and  also  Atalanta  his  sister,  were  slain.1 

By  the  death  of  Perdikkas,  and  the  defection  of  his  soldiers, 
complete  preponderance  was  thrown  into  the  hands  of  Antipater, 
Ptolemy,  and  Antigonus.  Antipater  was  invited  to  join  the 
army,  now  consisting  of  the  forces  both  of  Ptolemy  and  Perdik¬ 
kas  united.  He  was  there  invested  with  the  guardianship  of  the 
persons  of  the  kings,  and  with  the  sort  of  ministerial  supremacy 
previously  held  by  Perdikkas.  He  was  however  exposed  to 
much  difficulty,  and  even  to  great  personal  danger,  from  the  in 
trigues  of  the  princess  Eurydike,  who  displayed  a  masculine 
boldness  in  publicly  haranguing  the  soldiers  —  and  from  the  dis¬ 
contents  of  the  army,  who  claimed  presents,  formerly  promised 
to  them  by  Alexander,  which  there  were  no  funds  to  liquidate 
at  the  moment.  At  Triparadisus  in  Syria,  Antipater  made  a 
second  distribution  of  the  satrapies  of  the  empire ;  somewhat 
modified,  yet  coinciding  in  the  main  with  that  which  had  been 
drawn  up  shortly  after  the  death  of  Alexander.  To  Ptolemy 
was  assured  Egypt  and  Libya,  —  to  Antigonus,  the  Greater 
Phrygia,  Lykia,  and  Pamphylia  —  as  each  had  had  before.2 

Antigonus  was  placed  in  command  of  the  principal  Macedon- 


1  Plutarch,  Eumenes,  8 ;  Cornel.  Nepos,  Eumenes,  4 ;  Diodor,  xviii.  35, 
87. 

•  Diodor,  xviii.  39.  Arrian,  ap.  Photium. 
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ian  army  in  Asia,  to  3rush  Eumenes  and  the  other  chief  adhe« 
rents  of  Perdikkas  ;  most  of  whom  had  been  condemned  to  death 
by  a  vote  of  the  Macedonian  army.  After  a  certain  interval, 
Antipater  himself,  accompanied. by  the  kings,  returned  to  Mace¬ 
donia,  having  eluded  by  artifice  a  renewed  demand  on  the  part 
of  his  soldiers  for  the  promised  presents.  The  war  of  Antigonus, 
first  against  Eumenes  in  Kappadokia,  next  against  Alketas  and 
the  other  partisans  of  Perdikkas  in  Pisidia,  lasted  for  many 
months,  but  was  at  length  successfully  finished.1  Eumenes,  be¬ 
set  by  the  constant  treachery  and  insubordination  of  the  Mace¬ 
donians,  was  defeated  and  driven  out  of  the  field".  He  took  re¬ 
fuge  with  a  handful  of  men  in  the  impregnable  and  well-stored 
fortress  of  Nora  in  Kappadokia,  where  he  held  out  a  long  block¬ 
ade,  apparently  more  than  a  year,  against  Antigonus.2 

Before  the  prolonged  blockade  of  Nora  had  been  brought  to  a 
close,  Antipater,  being  of  very  advanced  age,  fell  into  sickness, 
and  presently  died.  One  of  his  latest  acts  was,  to  put  to  death 
the  Athenian  orator  Demades,  who  had  been  sent  to  Macedonia 
as  envoy  to  solicit  the  removal  of  the  Macedonian  garrison  at 
Munychia.  Antipater  had  promised,  or  given  hopes,  that  if  the 
oligarchy  which  he  had  constituted  at  Athens  maintained  un 
shaken  adherence  to  Macedonia,  he  would  withdraw  the  garri¬ 
son.  The  Athenians  endeavored  to  prevail  on  Phokion  to  go  to 
Macedonia  as  solicitor  for  the  fulfilment  of  this  promise ;  but  he 
steadily  refused.  Demades,  who  willingly  undertook  the  mis¬ 
sion,  reached  Macedonia  at  a  moment  very  untoward  for  himself. 
The  papers  of  the  deceased  Perdikkas  had  come  into  possession 
of  his  opponents ;  and  among  them  had  been  found  a  letter  writ¬ 
ten  to  him  by  Demades,  inviting  him  to  cross  over  and  rescue 
Greece  from  her  dependence  “  on  an  old  and  rotten  wrarp  ”  — 
meaning  Antipater.  This  letter  gave  great  offence  to  Antipatei 
—  the  rather,  as  Demades  is  said  to  have  been  his  habitual  pen¬ 
sioner  —  and  still  greater  offence  to  his  son  Kassander ;  who 
caused  Demades  with  his  son  to  be  seized  —  first  killed  the  son 


Arrian,  De  Rebus  post  Alexamlr.  lib.  ix.  10.  ap.  Photium,  Cod.  92 
Diodor,  xviii.  39,  40,  46  ;  Plutarch.  Eumenes,  3,  4. 

3  Plutarch,  Eumenes,  10,  11,  Cornel.  Nepos,  Eumenes,  c.  5;  Diodor 
*wiii.  41. 
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hi  the  immediate  presence  and  even  embrace  of  the  father  —  and 
then  slew  the  father  himself,  with  bitter  invective  against  his  in¬ 
gratitude.1  All  the  accounts  which  we  read  depict  Demades,  in 
general  terms,  as  a  prodigal  spendthrift  and  a  venal  and  corrupt 
politician.  We  have  no  ground  for  questioning  this  statement: 
at  the  same  time,  we  have  no  specific  facts  to  prove  it. 

Antipater  by  his  last  directions  appointed  Polysperchon,  one 
of  Alexander’s  veteran  officers,  to  be  chief  administrator,  with 
full  powers  on  behalf  of  the  imperial  dynasty ;  while  he  assigned 
to  his  own  son  Kassander  only  the  second  place,  as  Chiliarch,  or 
general  of  the  body-guard.2  He  thought  that  this  disposition  of 
power  would  be  more  generally  acceptable  throughout  the  em¬ 
pire,  as  Polysperchon  was  older  and  of  longer  military  service 
than  any  other  among  Alexander’s  generals.  Moreover,  Anti¬ 
pater  was  especially  afraid  of  letting  dominion  fall  into  the  hands 
of  the  princesses  ; 3 * * * * 8  all  of  whom  —  Olympias,  Kleopatra,  and 
Eurydike  —  were  energetic  characters;  and  the  first  of  the  three 
(who  had  retired  to  Epirus  from  enmity  towards  Antipater) 
furious  and  implacable. 

But  the  views  of  Antipater  were  disappointed  from  the  be¬ 
ginning,  because  Kassander  would  not  submit  to  the  second 
place,  nor  tolerate  Polysperchon  as  his  superior.  Immediately 
after  the  death  of  Antipater,  but  before  it  became  publicly  known, 
Kassander  despatched  Nikanor  with  pretended  orders  from  Anti¬ 
pater  to  supersede  Menyllus  in  the  government  of  Munychia. 
To  this  order  Menyllus  yielded.  But  when  after  a  few  days 
the  Athenian  public  came  to  learn  the  real  truth,  they  were 
displeased  with  Phokion  for  having  permitted  the  change  to 
be  made  —  assuming  that  he  knew  the  real  state  of  the  facts, 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  30 ;  Diodor,  xviii.  48 ;  Plutarch,  Demosth.  31  , 

Arrian,  De  Reb.  post  Alex.  vi.  ap.  Photium,  Cod.  92. 

In  the  life  of  Phokion,  Plutarch  has  written  inadvertently  Antigonus  in¬ 

stead  of  Perdikkas. 

It  is  not  easy  to  see,  however,  how  Deinarchus  can  have  been  the  accuser 

of  Demades  on  such  a  matter  —  as  Arrian  and  Plutarch  state.  Arrian 

seems  to  put  the  death  of  Demades  too  early,  from  his  anxiety  to  bring  it 
into  immediate  juxtaposition  with  the  death  of  Demosthenes,  whose  con 
demnation  Demades  had  proposed  in  the  Athenian  assembly. 

8  Diod.  xviii.  48.  3  Diod.  xix.  11. 
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and  might  have  kept  oat  the  new  commander.1  Kassander 
while  securing  this  important  post  in  the  hands  of  a  confirmed! 
partisan,  affected  to  acquiesce  in  the  authority  of  Polysperchon, 
and  to  occupy  himself  with  a  hunting-party  in  the  country.  Ho 
at  the  same  time  sent  confidential  adherents  to  the  Hellespont 
and  other  places  in  furtherance  of  his  schemes ;  and  especially 
to  contract  alliance  with  Antigonus  in  Asia  and  with  Ptolemy  in 
Egypt.  His  envoys  being  generally  well  received,  he  himself 
eoon  quitted  Macedonia  suddenly,  and  went  to  concert  measures 
with  Antigonus  in  Asia.* *  It  suited  the  policy  of  Ptolemy,  and 
still  more  that  of  Antigonus,  to  aid  him  against  Polysperchon 
and  the  imperial  dynasty.  On  the  death  of  Antipater,  Antigo¬ 
nus  had  resolved  to  make  himself  the  real  sovereign  of  the 
Asiatic  Alexandrine  empire,  possessing  as  he  did  the  most 
powerful  military  force  within  it. 

Even  before  this  time  the  imperial  dynasty  had  been  a  name 
rather  than  a  reality ;  yet  still  a  respected  name.  But  now,  the 
preference  shown  to  Polysperchon  by  the  deceased  Antipater, 
and  the  secession  of  Kassander,  placed  all  the  real  great  powers 
in  active  hostility  against  the  dynasty.  Polysperchon  and  his 
friends  were  not  blind  to  the  difficulties  of  their  position.  The 
principal  officers  in  Macedonia  having  been  convened  to  de¬ 
liberate,  it  was  resolved  to  invite  Olympias  out  of  Epirus,  that 
she  might  assume  the  tutelage  of  her  grandson  Alexander  (son 
of  Roxana) — to  place  the  Asiatic  interests  of  the  dynasty  in  the 
hands  of  Eumenes,  appointing  him  to  the  supreme  command8 — 
and  to  combat  Kassander  in  Europe,  by  assuring  to  themselves 
the  general  goodwill  and  support  of  the  Greeks.  This  last  object 
was  to  be  obtained  by  granting  to  the  Greeks  general  enfran¬ 
chisement,  and  by  subverting  the  Antipatrian  oligarchies  and 
military  governments  now  paramount  throughout  the  cities. 

The  last  hope  of  maintaining  the  unity  of  Alexander’s  empire, 
in  Asia,  against  the  counter-interests  of  the  great  Macedonian 
officers,  who  were  steadily  tending  to  divide  and  appropriate  it 

now  lay  in  the  fidelity  and  military  skill  of  Eumenes.  At  his 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  31.  Diodorus  (xviii.  64)  says  also  that  Nikanof 
was  nominated  by  Kassander.  2  Diodor,  xviit  64. 

*  Diodor,  xviii.  49-58 
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disposal  Polysperchon  placed  the  imperial  treasures  and  soldiers 
in  Asia ;  especially  the  brave,  but  faithless  and  disorderly,  Ar- 
gyraspides.  Olympias  also  addressed  to  him  a  pathetic  letter, 
asking  his  counsel  as  the  only  friend  and  savior  to  whom  the  im¬ 
perial  family  could  now  look.  Eumenes  replied  by  assuring  them 
of  his  devoted  adherence  to  their  eause.  But  he  at  the  same 
time  advised  Olympias  not  to  come  out  of  Epirus  into  Mace¬ 
donia  ;  or  if  she  did  come,  at  all  events  to  abstain  from  vindic¬ 
tive  and  cruel  proceedings.  Both  these  recommendations, 
honorable  as  well  to  his  prudence  as  to  his  humanity,  were 
disregarded  by  the  old  queen.  She  came  into  Macedonia  to 
take  the  management  of  affairs ;  and  although  her  imposing  title, 
of  mother  to  the  great  conqueror,  raised  a  strong  favorable  feel¬ 
ing,  yet  her  multiplied  executions  of  the  Antipatrian  partisans 
excited  fatal  enmity  against  a  dynasty  already  tottering.  Never¬ 
theless  Eumenes,  though  his  advice  had  been  disregarded,  de¬ 
voted  himself  in  Asia  with  unshaken  fidelity  to  the  Alexandrine 
family,  resisting  the  most  tempting  invitations  to  take  part  with 
Antigonus  against  them.1  His  example  contributed  much  to  keep 
alive  the  same  active  sentiment  in  those  around  him ;  indeed, 


*Plutarch,  Eumenes,  11,  12;  Cornelius  Nepos,  Eumenes,  c.  6;  Diodor. 
xviii.  58-62. 

Biodor.  xvii.  58.  fyice  dk  icai  Trap'1  'O’XvfnriaSoq  avTu  ypcip/nara .  fieopevrjf 
xai  "kntapovMiq  ffoij&elv  rol c  fiaoihevcu  (cal  eavri'p  uovov  yap  kneivov  kioto- 
tcltov  aTroleTiEiqy&ai  rtiv  na.i  dvvapevov  diop&cjoao&ai  ttjv  kpripiav 

3aai?uK7/g  oUiag. 

Cornelius  Nepos,  Eumenes,  6.  “  Ad  hunc  (Eumenem)  Olympias,  quum 

literas  et  nuntios  misisset  in  Asiam,  eonsultum,  utrum  repetitum  Macedo¬ 
nian!  veniret  (nam  turn  in  Epiro  habitabat)  et  eas  ses  occuparet  — huic  ille 
prtmum  suasit  ne  se  moveret,  et  expectaret  quoad  Alexandri  filius  regnum 
adipisceretur.  Sin  aliqu&  cupiditate  raperetur  in  Macedoniam,  omnium  in- 
juriarum  oblivisceretur,  et  in  neminem  acerbiore  uteretur  imperio.  Ho* 
rum  ilia  nihil  fecit.  Nam  et  in  Macedoniam  profecta  est,  et  ibi  crudelissime 
se  gessit.”  Compare  Justin,  xiv.  6;  Diodor.  xix.  11. 

The  details  respecting  Eumenes  may  be  considered  probably  as  depend¬ 
ing  on  unusually  good  authority.  His  friend  Hieronymus  of  Kardia  had 
written  a  copious  history  of  his  own  time  ;  which,  though  now  lost,  was  ac¬ 
cessible  both  to  Diodorus  and  Plutarch.  Hieronymus  was  serving  with 
Eumenes,  and  was  taken  prisoner  along  with  him  by  Antigonus  ;  who 
spared  him  and  treated  him  well,  while  Eumenes  was  put  to  death  (Diodor 
vix.  44).  Plutarch  had  also  read  letters  of  Eumenes  (Plut.  Eum.  1). 
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without  him,  the  imperial  family  would  have  had  no  sincere  <st 
commanding  representative  in  Asia.  His  gallant  struggles,  first 
in  Kilikia  and  Phenicia,  next  (when  driven  from  the  coast),  in 
Susiana,  Persis,  Media,  and  Paraetakene  —  continued  for  two 
years  against  the  greatly  preponderant  forces  of  Ptolemy,  Anti¬ 
gonus,  and  Seleukus,  and  against  the  never-ceasing  treachery  of 
his  own  officers  and  troops 1  — ~  do  not  belong  to  Grecian  history. 
They  are  however  among  the  most  memorable  exploits  of  an¬ 
tiquity.  While  even  in  a  military  point  of  view,  they  are  harlly 
inferior  to  the  combinations  of  Alexander  himself; —  they  evince, 
besides,  a  flexibility  and  aptitude  such  as  Alexander  neither  pos¬ 
sessed  nor  required,  for  overcoming  the  thousand  difficulties 
raised  by  traitors  and  mutineers  around  him.  To  the  last,  Eu- 
menes  remained  unsubdued ;  he  was  betrayed  to  Antigonus  by 
the  base  and  venal  treachery  of  his  own  soldiers,  the  Macedonian 
Argyraspides.2 3 * 

For  the  interests  of  the  imperial  dynasty  (the  extinction  of 
which  we  shall  presently  follow),  it  is  perhaps  to  be  regretted 
that  they  did  not  abandon  Asia  at  once,  at  the  death  of  Antipa¬ 
ter,  and  concentrate  their  attention  on  Macedonia  alone,  sum¬ 
moning  over  Eumenes  to  aid  them.  To  keep  together  in  unity 
the  vast  aggregate  of  Asia  was  manifestly  impracticable,  even 
with  his  consummate  ability.  Indeed,  we  read  that  Olympias 
wished  for  his  presence  in  Europe,  not  trusting  any  one  but  him 
as  protector  of  the  child  Alexander.8  In  Macedonia,  apart  from 
Asia,  Eumenes,  if  the  violent  temper  of  Olympias  had  permitted 
him,  might  have  upheld  the  dynasty;  which,  having  at  that  time 
s  decided  interest  in  conciliating  the  Greeks,  might  probably 


1  Diodor,  xviii,  63-72 ;  xix.  11,  17,  32,  44. 

*  Plutarch  (Eumenes,  16-18),  Cornelius  Nepos  (10-13),  and  Justin  (xiv. 
3,  4)  describe  in  considerable  detail  the  touching  circumstances  attending 
the  tradition  and  capture  of  Eumenes.  On  this  point  Diodorus  is  more 
brief:  but  he  recounts  at  much  length  the  preceding  military  operations 
between  Eumenes  and  Antigonus  (xix.  17,  32,  44). 

The  original  source  of  these  particulars  must  probably  be,  the  history  of 
Hieronymus  of  Kardia,  himself  present,  and  copied,  more  or  less  accc 
rately,  by  others. 

3  Plutarch,  Eumenes,  13  ;  Diodor,  x.viii.  58. 

Vol.  12  15 


IMPERIAL  EDICT  FROM  PELLA. 


343 


have  sanctioned  his  sympathies  in  favor  of  free  Hellenic  com¬ 
munity.1 

On  learning  the  death  of  Antipater,  most  of  the  Greek  cities 
had  sent  envoys  to  Pella.2  To  all  the  governments  of  these 
cities,  composed  as  they  were  of  his  creatures,  it  was  a  matter  of 
the  utmost  moment  to  know  what  course  the  new  Macedonian 
authority  would  adopt.  Polysperchon,  persuaded  that  they 
would  all  adhere  to  Kassander,  and  that  his  only  chance  of  com¬ 
bating  that  rival  was  by  enlisting  popular  sympathy  and  interests 
in  Greece,  or  at  least  by  subverting  these  Antipatrian  oligarchies 
—  drew  up  in  conjunction  with  his  counsellors  a  proclamation 
which  he  issued  in  the  name  of  the  dynasty. 

After  reciting  the  steady  goodwill  of  Plilip  and  Alexander 
towards  Greece,  he  affirmed  that  this  feeling  had  been  inter¬ 
rupted  by  the  untoward  Lamian  war,  originating  with  some  ill- 
judged  Greeks,  and  ending  in  the  infliction  of  many  severe 
calamities  upon  the  various  cities.  But  all  these  severities 
(he  continued)  had  proceeded  from  the  generals  (Antipater  and 
Kraterus)  :  the  kings  had  now  determined  to  redress  them.  It 
was  accordingly  proclaimed  that  the  political  constitution  of  each 
city  should  be  restored,  as  it  had  stood  in  the  times  of  Philip 
and  Alexander ;  that  before  the  thirtieth  of  the  month  Xanthikus, 
all  those  who  had  been  condemned  to  banishment,  or  deported, 
by  the  generals,  should  be  recalled  and  received  back ;  that  their 
properties  should  be  restored,  and  past  sentences  against  them 
rescinded ;  that  they  should  live  in  amnesty  as  to  the  past,  and 
good  feeling  as  to  the  future,  with  the  remaining  citizens.  From 
this  act  of  recall  were  excluded,  the  exiles  of  Amphissa,  Trikka, 
Pharkadon,  and  Herakleia,  together  with  a  certain  number  of 
Megalopolitans,  implicated  in  one  particular  conspiracy.  In  the 
particular  case  of  those  cities,  the  governments  of  which  had 
been  denounced  as  hostile  by  Philip  or  Alexander,  special  refer¬ 
ence  and  consultation  was  opened  with  Pella,  for  some  modifica¬ 
tion  to  meet  the  circumstances.  As  to  Athens,  it  was  decreed 
that  Samos  should  be  restored  to  her,  but  not  Ordpus ;  in  all 


1  Plutarch,  Euraenes,  3. 

a  Diodor,  xviii.  55.  evftvc  ovv  )c  and  ruv  noTieutv  Ttapovra  irpsoSevrdii 
*oo(7Ka?>EC(iu£voi,  etc. 
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other  respects,  she  was  placed  on  the  same  footing  as  in  the  day 1 
of  Philip  and  Alexander.  “  All  the  Greeks  (concluded  this 
proclamation)  shall  pass  decrees,  forbidding  every  one  either  to 
bear  arms  or  otherwise  act  in  hostility  against  us  —  on  pain  of 
exile  and  confiscation  of  goods,  for  himself  and  his  family.  On 
this  and  on  all  other  matters,  we  have  ordered  Polysperchon  to 
take  proper  measures.  Obey  him  —  as  we  have  before  written 
you  to  do  ;  for  we  shall  not  omit  to  notice  those  who  on  any 
point  disregard  our  proclamation.”1 * * * * * * 8 

Such  was  the  new  edict  issued  by  the  kings,  or  rather  by  Po¬ 
lysperchon  in  their  names.  It  directed  the  removal  of  all  the 
garrisons,  and  the  subversion  of  all  the  oligarchies,  established 
by  Antipater  after  the  Lamian  war.  It  ordered  the  recall  of 
the  host  of  exiles  then  expelled.  It  revived  the  state  of  things 
prevalent  before  the  death  of  Alexander  —  which  indeed  itself 
had  been,  for  the  most  part,  an  aggregate  of  macedonizing  oli¬ 
garchies  interspersed  with  Macedonian  garrisons.  To  the  exist¬ 
ing  Antipatrian  oligarchies,  however,  it  was  a  deathblow ;  and 
so  it  must  have  been  understood  by  the  Grecian  envoys  — in¬ 
cluding  probably  deputations  from  the  exiles,  as  well  as  envoys 
from  the  civic  governments  —  to  whom  Polysperchon  delivered 
it  at  Pella.  Not  content  with  the  general  edict,  Polysperchon 
addressed  special  letters  to  Argos  and  various  other  cities,  com¬ 
manding  that  the  Antipatrian  leading  men  should  be  banished 
with  confiscation  of  property,  and  in  some  cases  put  to  death ; 9 
the  names  being  probably  furnished  to  him  by  the  exiles.  Last¬ 
ly,  as  it  was  clear  that  such  stringent  measures  could  not  be  exe¬ 
cuted  without  force,  —  the  rather  as  these  oligarchies  would  be 
upheld  by  Kassander  from  without  —  Polysperchon  resolved  to 
conduct  a  large  military  force  into  Greece ;  sending  thither  first, 


1  Diodor,  xviii.  56.  In  this  chapter  the  proclamation  is  given  verbatim. 

For  the  exceptions  made  in  respect  to  Amphissa,  Trikka,  Herakleia,  etc 

we  do  not  know  the  grounds. 

Reference  is  made  to  prior  edicts  of  the  kings  —  vpei?  ovv ,  nadunep  bplv 

tea/  Trporepov  bypaipauev,  anovere  tovtov  (Tlohvcnrepxovro/:).  These  words 

must  allude  to  written  answers  given  to  particular  cities,  in  reply  to  special 

applications.  No  general  proclamation,  earlier  than  this,  can  hav*  bees 
issued  since  the  death  of  Antipater. 

8  Diodor,  xviii.  57. 
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however,  a  considerable  detachment,  for  immediate  operations, 
under  his  son  Alexander. 

To  Athens,  as  well  as  to  other  cities,  Polysperchon  addressed 
special  letters,  promising  restoration  of  the  democracy  and  recall 
of  the  exiles.  At  Athens,  such  change  was  a  greater  revolution 
than  elsewhere,  because  the  multitude  of  exiles  and  persons  de¬ 
ported  had  been  the  greatest.  To  the  existing  nine  thousand 
Athenian  citizens,  it  was  doubtless  odious  and  alarming ;  while 
fco  Phokion  with  the  other  leading  Antipatrians,  it  threatened 
not  only  loss  of  power,  but  probably  nothing  less  than  the  alter¬ 
native  of  flight  or  death.1  The  state  of  interests  at  Athens,  how¬ 
ever,  was  now  singularly  novel  and  complicated.  There  were 
the  Antipatrians  and  the  nine  thousand  qualified  citizens.  There 
were  the  exiles,  who,  under  the  new  edict,  speedily  began  re-en¬ 
tering  the  city,  and  reclaiming  their  citizenship  as  well  as  their 
properties.  Polysperchon  and  his  son  were  known  to  be  soon 
coming  with  a  powerful  force.  Lastly,  there  was  Nikanor,  who 
held  Munychia  with  a  garrison,  neither  for  Polysperchon,  nor 
for  the  Athenians,  but  for  Kassander ;  the  latter  being  himself 
also  expected  with  a  force  from  Asia.  Here  then  were  several 
parties ;  each  distinct  in  views  and  interests  from  the  rest  - —  some 
decidedly  hostile  to  each  other. 

The  first  contest  arose  between  the  Athenians  and  Nikanor 
respecting  Munychia;  which  they  required  him  to  evacuate, 
pursuant  to  the  recent  proclamation.  Nikanor  oo  his  side  re¬ 
turned  an  evasive  answer,  promising  compliance  as  soon  as  cir¬ 
cumstances  permitted,  but  in  the  mean  time  entreating  the 
Athenians  to  continue  in  alliance  with  Kassander,  as  they  had 
been  with  his  father  Antipater.2  He  seems  to  have  indulged 
hopes  of  prevailing  on  them  to  declare  in  his  favor  —  and  not 
without  plausible  grounds,  since  the  Antipatrian  leaders  and  a 
proportion  of  the  nine  thousand  citizens  could  not  but  dread  the 
execution  of  Poiysperchon’s  edict.  And  he  had  also  what  was 


'  Plutarch,  Phokion,  32  The  opinion  of  Plutarch,  however,  that  Polys¬ 
perchon  intended  this  measure  as  a  mere  trick  to  ruin  Phokion,  is  only  cor¬ 
rect  so  far  —  that  Polysperchon  wished  to  put  down  the  Antipatrian 
oligarchies  everywhere,  and  that  Phokion  was  the  leading  person  of  thag 
oligarchy  at  Athens.  2  Diodor,  xviii.  64. 
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of  still  greater  moment  —  the  secret  connivance  and  support  of 
Phokion :  who  put  himself  in  intimate  relation  with  Nikanor,  as 
he  had  before  done  with  Menyllus1  —  and  who  had  greater  rea¬ 
son  than  any  one  else  to  dread  the  edict  of  Polysperchon.  At  a 
public?  assembly  held  in  Peiraeus  to  discuss  the  subject,  Nikanor 
even  ventured  to  present  himself  in  person,  in  the  company  and 
under  the  introduction  of  Phokion,  who  was  anxious  that  the 
Athenians  should  entertain  the  proposition  of  alliance  with  Kas- 
sander.  But  with  the  people,  the  prominent  wish  was  to  get  rid 
altogether  of  the  foreign  garrison,  and  to  procure  the  evacuation 
of  Munychia  —  for  which  object,  of  course,  the  returned  exiles 
would  be  even  more  anxious  than  the  nine  thousand.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  assembly  refused  to  hear  any  propositions  from  Nika¬ 
nor  ;  while  Derkyllus  with  others  even  proposed  to  seize  his  per¬ 
son.  It  was  Phokion  who  ensured  to  him  the  means  of  escap¬ 
ing  ;  even  in  spite  of  serious  wrath  from  his  fellow-citizens,  to 
whom  he  pleaded,  that  he  had  made  himself  guarantee  for  Nika- 
nor’s  personal  safety.2 

Foreseeing  the  gravity  of  the  impending  contest,  Nikanor  had 
been  secretly  introducing  fresh  soldiers  into  Munychia.  And 
when  he  found  that  he  could  not  obtain  any  declared  support 
from  the  Athenians,  he  laid  a  scheme  for  surprising  and  occupy¬ 
ing  the  town  and  harbor  of  Peiraeus,  of  which  Munychia  formed 
the  adjoining  eminence  and  harbor,  on  the  southern  side  of  the  . 
little  peninsula.  Notwithstanding  all  his  precautions,  it  became 
known  to  various  Athenians  that  he  was  tampering  with  persons 
in  Peiraeus,  and  collecting  troops  in  the  neighboring  isle  of  Sala- 
mis.  So  much  anxiety  was  expressed  in  the  Athenian  assembly 
for  the  safety  of  Peiraeus,  that  a  decree  was  passed,  enjoining  all 
citizens  to  hold  themselves  in  arms  for  its  protection,  under  Pho¬ 
kion  as  general.  Nevertheless  Phokion,  disregarding  such  a  de¬ 
cree,  took  no  precautions,  affirming  that  he  would  himself  be  an¬ 
swerable  for  Nikanor.  Presently  that  officer,  making  an  unex¬ 
pected  attack  from  Munychia  and  Salamis,  took  Peiraeus  by  sur¬ 
prise,  placed  both  the  town  and  harbor  under  military  occupa¬ 
tion,  and  cut  off  its  communication  with  Athens  by  a  ditch  and 
palisade.  On  this  palpable  aggression,  the  Athenians  rushed  to 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  31 


2  Plutarch,  Phokion,  32. 
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arms.  But  Phokion  as  general  damped  their  ardor,  and  even 
declined  to  head  them  in  an  attack  for  the  recovery  of  Peiraeus 
before  Nikanor  should  have  had  time  to  strengthen  himself  in  it. 
He  went  however,  with  Konon  (son  of  Timotkeus),  to  remon¬ 
strate  with  Nikanor,  and  to  renew  the  demand  that  he  should 
evacuate,  under  the  recent  proclamation,  all  th£  posts  which  he 
held  in  garrison.  But  Nikanor  would  give  no  other  answer,  ex¬ 
cept  that  he  held  his  commission  from  Kassander,  to  whom  they 
must  address  their  application.1  He  thus  again  tried  to  bring 
Athens  into  communication  with  Kassander. 

The  occupation  of  Peiraeus  in  addition  to  Munychia  was  a 
serious  calamity  to  the  Athenians,  making  them  worse  off  than 
they  had  been  even  under  Antipater.  Peiraeus,  rich,  active,  and 
commercial,  containing  the  Athenian  arsenal,  docks,  and  muni¬ 
ments  of  war,  was  in  many  respects  more  valuable  than  Athens 
itself ;  for  all  purposes  of  war,  far  more  valuable.  Kassander 
had  now  an  excellent  place  of  arms  and  base,  which  Munychia 
alone  would  not  have  afforded,  for  his  operations  in  Greece 
against  Polysperchon ;  upon  whom  therefore  the  loss  fell  hardly 
less  severely  than  upon  the  Athenians.  Now  Phokion,  in  his 
function  as  general,  had  been  forewarned  of  the  danger,  might 
have  guarded  against  it,  and  ought  to  have  done  so.  This  was 
a  grave  dereliction  of  duty,  and  admits  of  hardly  any  other  ex¬ 
planation  except  that  of  treasonable  connivance.  It  seems  that 
Phokion,  foreseeing  his  own  rum  and  that  of  his  friends  in  the 
triumph  of  Polysperchon  and  the  return  of  the  exiles,  was  desir¬ 
ous  of  favoring  the  seizure  of  Peiraeus  by  Nikanor,  as  a  means 
of  constraining  Athens  to  adopt  the  alliance  with  Kassander; 
which  alliance  indeed  would  probably  have  been  brought  about, 
had  Kassander  reached  Peiraeus  by  sea  sooner  than  the  first 
troops  of  Polysperchon  by  land.  Phokion  was  here  guilty,  at 
the  very  least,  of  culpable  neglect,  and  probably  of  still  more  cul¬ 
pable  treason,  on  an  occasion  seriously  injuring  both  Polysper¬ 
chon  and  the  Athenians ;  a  fact  which  we  must  not  forget,  when 
we  come  to  read  presently  the  bitter  animosity  exhibited  against 
him.2 


1  Biodor,  xviii.  64 ;  Plutarch,  Phokion,  32  ;  Cornelius  Nepos,  Phokion,  2, 

s  Cornelius  Nepos,  Phokion,  2.  “  Concidit  autem  maxime  uno  criming 
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The  news,  that  Nikanor  had  possessed  himself  of  Peiraeua, 
produced  a  strong  sensation.  Presently  arrived  a  letter  ad¬ 
dressed  to  him  by  Olympias  herself,  commanding  him  to  surren¬ 
der  the  place  to  the  Athenians,  upon  whom  she  wished  to  confer 
entire  autonomy.  But  Nikanor  declined  obedience  to  her  order, 
still  waiting  for  support  from  Kassander.  The  arrival  of  Alex¬ 
ander  (Polysperchon’s  son)  with  a  body  of  troops,  encouraged 
the  Athenians  to  believe  that  he  was  come  to  assist  in  carrrying 
Peirseus  by  force,  for  the  purpose  of  restoring  it  to  them.  Their 
hopes,  however,  were  again  disappointed.  Though  encamped 
near  Peirseus,  Alexander  made  no  demand  for  the  Athenian 
forces  to  co-operate  with  him  in  attacking  it ;  but  entered  into 
open  parley  with  Nikanor,  whom  he  endeavored  to  persuade  or 
corrupt  into  surrendering  the  place.1  When  this  negotiation 
failed,  he  resolved  to  wait  for  the  arrival  of  his  father,  who  was 
already  on  his  march  towards  Attica  with  the  main  army.  His 
own  force  unassisted  was  probably  not  sufficient  to  attack 
Peirseus  ;  nor  did  he  choose  to  invoke  assistance  from  the 
Athenians,  to  whom  he  would  then  have  been  compelled  to 
make  over  the  place  when  taken,  which  they  so  ardently  de¬ 
sired.  The  Athenians  were  thus  as  far  from  their  object  as 
ever ;  moreover,  by  this  delay  the  opportunity  of  attacking  the 
place  was  altogether  thrown  away ;  for  Kassander  with  his 
armament  reached  it  before  Polysperchon. 

It  was  Phokion  and  his  immediate  colleagues  who  induced 
Alexander  to  adopt  this  insidious  policy ;  to  decline  reconquer¬ 
ing  Peirseus  for  the  Athenians,  and  to-  appropriate  it  for  himself. 
To  Phokion,  the  reconstitution  of  autonomous  Athens,  with  its 
democracy  and  restored  exiles,  and  without  any  foreign  control¬ 
ling  force  —  was  an  assured  sentence  of  banishment,  if  not  of 


quod  cum  apud  eum  summura  esset  imperium  populi,  et  Nicanorern,  Cas- 
sandri  praefectum,  insidiari  Pirseo  Atheniensium,  a  Dercyllo  moneretur: 
idemque  postularet,  ut  provideret,  ne  commeatibus  civitas  privaretur  — 
huic,  audiente  populo,  Phocion  negavit  esse  periculum,  seque  ejus  rei  obsi- 
dem  fore  pollicitus  est.  Neque  ita  multo  post  Nicanor  Piraeo  est  potitus. 
Ad  quem  recuperandum  cum  populus  armatus  concurrisset,  ille  non  mode 
nemincm  ad  arma  vocavit,  sed  ne  armatis  quidem  praesse  voluit,  sine  qut 
Athenaj  omnino  esse  non  possunt.’; 

1  Diodor,  xviii.  65;  Plutarch.  Phokion,  33. 
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death.  Not  having  been  able  to  obtain  protection  from  the 
foreign  force  of  Nikanor  and  Kassander,  he  and  his  friends  re¬ 
solved  to  throw  themselves  upon  that  of  Alexander  and  Poly- 
sperchon.  They  went  to  meet  Alexander  as  he  entered  Attica 

—  represented  the  impolicy  of  his  relinquishing  so  important  a 
military  position  as  Peiraeus,  while  the  war  was  yet  unfinished, 

—  and  offered  to  co-operate  with  him  for  this  purpose,  by  proper 
management  of  the  Athenian  public.  Alexander  was  pleased 
with  these  suggestions,  accepted  Phokion  with  the  others  as  his 
leading  adherents  at  Athens,  and  looked  upon  Peiraeus  as  a  cap¬ 
ture  to  be  secured  for  himself. 1  Numerous  returning  Athenian 
exiles  accompanied  Alexander’s  army.  It  seems  that  Phokion 
was  desirous  of  admitting  the  troops,  along  with  the  exiles,  as 
friends  and  allies  into  the  walls  of  Athens,  so  as  to  make  Alex¬ 
ander  master  of  the  city  —  but  that  this  project  was  impractica¬ 
ble  in  consequence  of  the  mistrust  created  among  the  Athenians 
by  the  parleys  of  Alexander  with  Nikanor.2 

The  strategic  function  of  Phokion,  however,  so  often  conferred 
and  re-conferred  upon  him — and  his  power  of  doing  either  good 
or  evil  —  now  approached  its  close.  As  soon  as  the  returning 
exiles  found  themselves  in  sufficient  numbers,  they  called  for 
a  revision  of  the  list  of  state-officers,  and  for  the  reestablish¬ 
ment  of  the  democratical  forms.  They  passed  a  vote  to  de- 


1  Diodor,  xviii.  65.  TCav  yap  'AvTinciTpy  yeyovoruv  (piAuv  tiv'eq  (vTcrjpxov* 
nai  oi  x  e  pi  $  u  k  t  u  v  a  (pofJovptvoi  r  a  c  f  k  t  Cav  v  6  ptAv  rip  w- 
pia  c*  i nTTjvrrjcfav  ’AAe^avdpcj,  nal  didaZavret;  rd  Gvp<pepovy  l-Treiaav  avrdv 
Idia  Karexeiv  ra  (Ppovpia ,  nal  pf/  izapa6i6d*>ai  Tolg  'A&rjvaioit,  uexpi C  av  <fr 
Kacroavdpcx;  KaTairofepr/dy. 

9  Plutarch,  Phokion,  33 ;  Diod.  xviii.  65,  66  This  seems  to  me  the  pro¬ 
bable  sequence  of  facts,  combining  Plutarch  with  Diodorus.  Plutarch 
takes  no  notice  of  the  negotiation  opened  by  Phokion  with  Alexander, 
and  the  understanding  established  between  them ;  which  is  stated  in  the 
clearest  manner  by  Diodorus,  and  appears  to  me  a  material  circumstance. 
On  the  other  hand,  Plutarch  mentions  (though  Diodorus  does  not)  that 
Alexander  wan  anxious  to  seize  Athens  itself,  and  was  very  near  succeed¬ 
ing.  Plutarch  seems  to  conceive  that  it  was  the  exiles  who  were  disposed 
to  let  him  in ;  but  if  that  had  been  the  case,  he  probably  would  have  been 
let  in  when  the  exiles  became  preponderant,  it  was  Phokion,  I  conceive 
who  was  desirous;  for  his  own  personal  safety,  of  admitting  the  foreigE 
troops. 
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pose  those  who  had  held  office  under  the  Antipatrian  oligarchy 
and  who  still  continued  to  hold  it  down  to  the  actual  moment* 
Among  these  Phokion  stood  first :  along  with  him  were  his  son- 
in-law  Charikles,  the  Phalerean  Demetrius,  Kallimedon,  Niko- 
kies,  Thudippus,  Hegemon,  and  Philokles.  These  persons  were 
not  only  deposed,  but  condemned,  some  to  death,  some  to  banish¬ 
ment  and  confiscation  of  property.  Demetrius,  Charikles,  and 
Kallimedon  sought  safety  by  leaving  Attica ;  but  Phokion  and 
the  rest  merely  went  to  Alexander’s  camp,  throwing  themselves 
upon  his  protection  on  the  faith  of  the  recent  understanding.1 
Alexander  not  only  received  them  courteously,  but  gave  theta 
letters  to  his  father  Polysperchon,  requesting  safety  and  protec¬ 
tion  for  them,  as  men  who  had  embraced  his  cause,  and  who  were 
still  eager  to  do  all  in  their  power  to  support  him.2 * * * * *  Armed  with 
these  letters,  Phokion  and  his  companions  went  through  Boeotia 
and  Phokis  to  meet  Polysperchon  on  his  march  southward. 
They  were  accompanied  by  Deinarchus  and  by  a  Plataeao 
named  Solon,  both  of  them  passing  for  friends  of  Polysperchon.8 

The  Athenian  democracy,  just  reconstituted,  which  had  passed 
the  recent  condemnatory  votes,  was  disquieted  at  the  news  that 
Alexander  had  espoused  the  cause  of  Phokion  and  had  recom¬ 
mended  the  like  policy  to  his  father.  It  wras  possible  that  Poly¬ 
sperchon  might  seek,  with  his  powerful  army,  both  to  occupy 
Athens  and  to  capture  Peirseus,  and  might  avail  himself  of  Pho¬ 
kion  (like  Antipater  after  the  Lamian  war)  as  a  convenient  in¬ 
strument  of  government.  It  seems  plain  that  this  was  the 
project  of  Alexander,  and  that  he  counted  on  Phokion  as  a 
ready  auxiliary  in  both.  Now  the  restored  democrats,  though 
owing  their  restoration  to  Polysperchon,  were  much  less  compli¬ 
ant  towards  him  than  Phokion  had  been.  Not  only  they  would 


1  Diodor  xviii.  65,  Plutarch,  Phokion,  35 

?  Diodor  xviii.  66.  ripoadf^i9eVrfc  df  vn'  avrov  (Alexander)  <fu?i,o<ppcv(j f, 

ypappara  e?ial3ov  irpdg  rov  narepa  Uo^vaTrepxovra^  bnu(  fiijdev  ncr&GHJiv  oi 

irepl  ^uKiuva  Taxeivov  ne<ppovr/Kore<;,  na  i  vvv  kirayyeTiTi^ 

fievoi  Kuvra  a  v  p  n  pa  £  e  iv . 

This  application  of  Phokion  to  Alexander,  and  the  letters  chained  to 

Polysperchon,  are  not  mentioned  by  Plutarch,  though  they  are  importaoi 
tircumstances  in  following  the  last  days  of  Phokion’s  life 

*  Plutarch,  Phokion,  33 
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not  admit  him  into  the  city,  but  they  would  not  even  acquiesce 
in  his  separate  occupation  of  Munychia  and  Peiraeus.  On  the 
proposition  of  Agnonides  and  Archestratus,  they  sent  a  deputation 
to  Polysperchon  accusing  Phokion  and  his  comrades  of  high 
treason ;  yet  at  the  same  time  claiming  for  Athens  the  full  and 
ondiminished  benefit  of  the  late  regal  proclamation  —  autonomy 
and  democracy,  with  restoration  of  Peiraeus  and  Munychia  free 
and  ungarrisoned.1 

The  deputation  reached  Polysperchon  at  Pharyges  in  Phokis, 
as  early  as  Phokion’s  company,  which  had  been  detained  for 
some  days  at  Elateia  by  the  sickness  of  Deinarchus.  That  de¬ 
lay  was  unfortunate  for  Phokion.  Had  he  seen  Polysperchon, 
and  presented  the  letter  of  Alexander,  before  the  Athenian  ac¬ 
cusers  arrived,  he  might  probably  have  obtained  a  more  favora¬ 
ble  reception.  But  as  the  arrival  of  the  two  parties  was  nearly 
simultaneous,  Polysperchon  heard  both  of  them  at  the  same  au¬ 
dience,  before  King  Philip  Aridaeus  in  his  throne  with  the  gilt 
ceiling  above  it.  When  Agnonides,  —  chief  of  the  Athenian 
deputation,  and  formerly  friend  and  advocate  of  Demosthenes  in 
the  Harpalian  cause  —  found  himself  face  to  face  with  Phokion 
and  his  friends,  their  reciprocal  invectives  at  first  produced 
nothing  but  confusion  ;  until  Agnonides  himself  exclaimed  — 
u  Pack  us  all  into  one  cage  and  send  us  back  to  Athens  to  re¬ 
ceive  judgment  from  the  Athenians.”  The  king  laughed  at  this 
observation,  but  the  bystanders  around  insisted  upon  more  or¬ 
derly  proceedings,  and  Agnonides  then  set  forth  the  two  de¬ 
mands  of  the  Athenians  —  condemnation  of  Phokion  and  his 
friends,  partly  as  accomplices  of  Antipater,  partly  as  having  be¬ 
trayed  Peiraeus  to  Nikanor  —  and  the  full  benefit  of  the  late  re¬ 
gal  proclamation  to  Athens.2  Now,  on  the  last  of  these  two 


1  Diodor,  xviii.  66. 

*  Plutarch,  Phokion,  33;  Cornel.  Nepos,  Phokion,  3.  u  Hie  (Phocion), 
ab  Agnonide  accusatus,  quod  Piraeum  Nicanori  prodidisset,  ex  consilii  sem 
tentia,  in  custodiam  conjectus,  Athenas  deductus  est,  ut  ibi  de  eo  legibus 
fieret  judicium.” 

Plutarch  says  that  Polysperchon,  before  he  gave  this  hearing  to  both  par¬ 
ties,  ordered  the  Corinthian  Deinarchus  to  be  tortured  and  to  be  put  to  death. 
Now  the  person  so  named  cannot  be  Deinarchus,  the  logegrapher  —  of 
whom  we  ha  re  some  specimens  remaining,  and  who  was  alive  even  as  lata 
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heads,  Polysperchon  was  noway  disposed  to  yield  —  nor  to  hand 
over  Peiraeus  to  the  Athenians  as  soon  as  he  should  take  it.  On 
this  matter,  accordingly,  he  replied  by  refusal  or  evasion.  But 
he  was  all  the  more  disposed  to  satisfy  the  Athenians  on  the 
other  matter  —  the  surrender  of  Phokion  ;  especially  as  the  sen¬ 
timent  now  prevalent  at  Athens  evinced  clearly  that  Phokion 
could  not  be  again  useful  to  him  as  an  instrument.  Thus  dis¬ 
posed  to  sacrifice  Phokion,  Polysperchon  heard  his  defence  with 
impatience,  interrupted  him  several  times,  and  so  disgusted  him, 
that  he  at  length  struck  the  ground  with  his  stick,  and  held  his 
peace.  Hegemon,  another  of  the  accused,  was  yet  more  harshly 
treated.  When  he  appealed  to  Polysperchon  himself,  as  having 
been  personally  cognizant  of  his  (the  speaker’s)  good  dispositions 
towards  the  Athenian  people  (he  had  probably  been  sent  to 
Pella,  as  envoy  for  redress  of  grievances  under  the  Anti- 
patrian  oligarchy),  Polysperchon  exclaimed  —  “  Do  not  utter 
falsehoods  against  me  before  the  king.”  Moreover,  king  Philip 
himself  was  so  incensed,  as  to  start  from  his  throne  and  snatch  his 
spear;  with  which  he  would  have  run  Hegemon  through, — imi¬ 
tating  the  worst  impulses  of  his  illustrious  brother  —  had  he  not 
been  held  back  by  Polysperchon.  The  sentence  could  not  be 
doubtful.  Phokion  and  his  companions  were  delivered  over  as 
prisoners  to  the  Athenian  deputation,  together  with  a  letter  from 
the  king,  intimating  that  in  his  conviction  they  were  traitors,  but 
that  he  left  them  to  be  judged  by  the  Athenians,  now  restored  to 
freedom  and  autonomy.* 1 

The  Macedonian  Kleitus  was  instructed  to  convey  them  tc 
Athens  as  prisoners  under  a  guard.  Mournful  was  the  specta¬ 
cle  as  they  entered  the  city ;  being  carried  along  the  Keramei- 
kus  in  carts,  through  sympathizing  friends  and  an  embittered 
multitude,  until  they  reached  the  theatre,  wherein  the  assembly 
was  to  be  convened.  That  assembly  was  composed  of  every  one 
who  chose  to  enter,  and  is  said  to  have  contained  many  foreign- 

as  292  b.  c.  —  though  he  too  was  a  Corinthian.  Either,  therefore,  there 
were  two  Corinthians,  both  bearing  this  same  name  (as  Westermann  sup¬ 
poses —  Gesch.  der  Beredtsamkeit,  sect.  72),  or  the  statement  of  Plutarch 
must  allude  to  an  order  given  but  not  carried  into  effect  .  which  iattei 
Beems  to  me  most  probable. 

1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  33,  34 ;  Diodor,  xviii.  66. 
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®rs  and  slaves.  But  it  would  have  been  fortunate  for  Phokion 
had  such  really  been  the  case ;  for  foreigners  and  slaves  had  nc 
cause  of  antipathy  towards  him.  The  assembly  was  mainly  com¬ 
posed  of  Phokion’s  keenest  enemies,  the  citizens  just  returned 
from  exile  or  deportation ;  among  whom  may  doubtless  have 
been  intermixed  more  or  less  of  non-qualified  persons,  since  the 
lists  had  probably  not  yet  been  verified.  When  the  assembly 
was  about  to  be  opened,  the  friends  of  Phokion  moved,  that  on 
occasion  of  so  important  a  trial,  foreigners  and  slaves  should  be 
sent  away.  This  was  in  every  sense  an  impolitic  proceeding ; 
for  the  restored  exiles,  chiefly  poor  men,  took  it  as  an  insult  to 
themselves,  and  became  only  the  more  embittered,  exclaiming 
against  the  oligarchs  who  were  trying  to  exclude  them. 

It  is  not  easy  to  conceive  stronger  grounds  of  exasperation 
than  those  which  inflamed  the  bosoms  of  these  returned  exiles. 
We  must  recollect  that  at  the  close  of  the  Lamian  war,  the 
Athenian  democracy  had  been  forcibly  subverted.  Demosthenes 
and  its  principal  leaders  had  been  slain,  some  of  them  with  ante¬ 
cedent  cruelties ;  the  poorer  multitude,  in  number  more  than 
half  of  the  qualified  citizens,  had  been  banished  or  deported  into 
distant  regions.  To  all  the  public  shame  and  calamity,  there 
was  thus  superadded  a  vast  mass  of  individual  suffering  and  im¬ 
poverishment,  the  mischiefs  of  which  were  very  imperfectly 
healed,  even  by  that  unexpected  contingency  which  had  again 
thrown  open  to  them  their  native  city.  Accordingly,  when  these 
men  returned  from  different  regions,  each  hearing  from  the  rest 
new  tales  of  past  hardship,  they  felt  the  bitterest  hatred  against 
the  authors  of  the  Antipatrian  revolution ;  and  among  these  au¬ 
thors  Phokion  stood  distinctly  marked.  For  although  he  had 
neither  originated  nor  advised  these  severities,  yet  he  and  his 
friends,  as  administering  the  Antipatrian  government  at  Athens, 
must  have  been  agents  in  carrying  them  out,  and  had  rendered 
themselves  distinctly  liable  to  the  fearful  penalties  pronounced 
by  the  psephism  of  Demophantus,1  consecrated  by  an  oath  taken 
by  Athenians  generally,  against  any  one  who  should  hold  an  offi* 
cial  post  after  the  government  was  subverted. 


1  Andokides  de  Mysteriis.  96,  97  ;  Lycurgus  adv.  Leokrat.  s.  127 
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When  these  restored  citizens  thus  saw  Phokion  brought  be- 

O 

fore  them,  for  the  first  time  after  their  return,  the  common  feel' 
ing  of  antipathy  against  him  burst  out  into  furious  manifestations. 
Aguonides  the  principal  accuser,  supported  by  Epikurus1  and 
Demophilus,  found  their  denunciations  welcomed  and  even  anti¬ 
cipated,  when  they  arraigned  Phokion  as  a  criminal  who  had 
lent  his  hand  to  the  subversion  of  the  constitution,  —  to  the  suf¬ 
ferings  of  his  deported  fellow-citizens,  —  and  to  the  holding  of 
Athens  in  subjection  under  a  foreign  potentate ;  in  addition  to 
which,  the  betrayal  of  Peiraeus  to  Nikanor2  constituted  a  new 
crime ;  fastening  on  the  people  the  yoke  of  Kassander,  when  au¬ 
tonomy  had  been  promised  to  them  by  the  recent  imperial  edict. 
After  the  accusation  was  concluded,  Phokion  was  called  on  for 
his  defence  ;  but  he  found  it  impossible  to  obtain  a  hearing.  At¬ 
tempting  several  times  to  speak,  he  was  as  often  interrupted  by 
angry  shouts ;  several  of  his  friends  were  cried  down  in  like 
manner ;  until  at  length  he  gave  up  the  case  in  despair,  and  ex¬ 
claimed,  “  For  myself,  Athenians,  I  plead  guilty ;  I  pronounce 
against  myself  the  sentence  of  death  for  my  political  conduct ; 
but  why  are  you  to  sentence  these  men  near  me,  who  are  not 
guilty  ?  ”  “  Because  they  are  your  friends,  Phokion  ”  —  was  the 

exclamation  of  those  around.  Phokion  then  said  no  more  ;  while 
Agnonides  proposed  a  decree,  to  the  effect,  that  the  assembled 
people  should  decide  by  show  of  hands,  whether  the  persons  now 
arraigned  were  guilty  or  not ;  and  that  if  declared  guilty,  they 
should  be  put  to  death.  Some  persons  present  cried  out,  that 
the  penalty  of  torture  ought  to  precede  death ;  but  this  savage 
proposition,  utterly  at  variance  with  Athenian  law  in  respect  to 
citizens,  was  repudiated  not  less  by  Agnonides  than  by  the 
Macedonian  officer  Kleitus.  The  decree  was  then  passed ;  after 
which  the  show  of  hands  was  called  for.  Nearly  every  hand  in 
the  assembly  was  held  up  in  condemnation ;  each  man  even  rose 
from  his  seat  to  make  the  effect  more  imposing ;  and  some  went 
so  far  as  to  put  on  wreaths  in  token  of  triumph.  To  many  of 


‘  Not  the  eminent  philosopher  so  named. 

2  Cornel.  Nepos,  Phoc.  4.  “  Plurimi  vero  ita  exacuerentur  propter  pro 

ditionis  suspicionem  Piraei,  maximeque  quod  adversus  populi  commoda  in 
6enectute  steterat.” 
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Aem  doubtless,  the  gratification  of  this  intense  and  unanimous 
vindictive  impulse,  —  in  their  view  not  merely  legitimate,  but 
patriotic,  —  must  have  been  among  the  happiest  moments  of 
life.1 

After  sentence,  the  five  condemned  persons,  Phokion,  Nika- 
kies,  Thudippus,  Hegemon,  and  Pythokles,  were  consigned  tc 
the  supreme  magistrates  of  Police,  called  The  Eleven,  and  led 
to  prison  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  customary  dose  of  poison 
administered.  Hostile  bystanders  ran  alongside,  taunting  and 
reviling  them.  It  is  even  said  that  one  man  planted  himself  in 
the  front,  and  spat  upon  Phokion ;  who  turned  to  the  public 
officers  and  exclaimed  —  “  Will  no  one  check  this  indecent  fel¬ 
low  ?  ”  This  was  the  only  emotion  which  he  manifested’;  in 
other  respects,  his  tranquillity  and  self-possession  were  resolutely 
maintained,  during  this  soul-subduing  march  from  the  theatre  to 
the  prison,  amidst  the  wailings  of  his  friends,  the  broken  spirit 
of  his  four  comrades,  and  the  fiercest  demonstrations  of  antipathy 
from  his  fellow-citizens  generally.  One  ray  of  comfort  presented 
itself  as  he  entered  the  prison.  It  was  the  nineteenth  of  the 
month  Munychion,  the  day  on  which  the  Athenian  Horsemen  or 
Knights  (the  richest  class  in  the  city,  men  for  the  most  part  of 
oligarchical  sentiments)  celebrated  their  festal  procession  with 
wreaths  on  their  heads  in  honor  of  Zeus.  Several  of  these 
horsemen  halted  in  passing,  took  off  their  wreaths,  and  wept  as 
they  looked  through  the  gratings  of  the  prison. 

Being  asked  whether  he  had  anything  to  tell  his  son  Phokus, 
Phokion  replied  —  “I  tell  him  emphatically,  not  to  hold  evil 
memory  of  the  Athenians.”  The  draught  of  hemlock  was  then 
administered  to  all  five  —  to  Phokion  last.  Having  been  con¬ 
demned  for  treason,  they  were  not  buried  in  Attica ;  nor  were 
Phokion’s  friends  allowed  to  light  a  funeral  pile  for  the  burning 
of  his  body ;  which  was  carried  out  of  Attica  into  the  Megarid, 
by  a  hired  agent  named  Konopion,  and  there  burnt  by  fire  ob¬ 
tained  at  Megara.  The  wife  of  Phokion,  with  her  maids,  poured 
libations  and  marked  the  spot  by  a  small  mound  of  earth ;  she 
also  collected  the  bones  and  brought  them  back  to  Athens  in  her 


'Diodor,  xviii.  66,  67:  Plutarch,  Plrokion,  34,  35;  Cornelius  NepoEL 
Phoknn,  2,  3. 
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bosom,  during  the  secrecy  of  night.  She  buried  them  near  hot 
own  domestic  hearth,  with  this  address  —  “  Beloved  Hestia,  I 
confide  to  thee  these  relics  of  a  good  man.  Restore  them  to  his 
own  family  vault,  as  soon  as  the  Athenians  shall  come  to  their 
senses.”1 

After  a  short  time  (we  are  told  by  Plutarch)  the  Athenians 
did  thus  come  to  tlieir  senses.  They  discovered  that  Phokion 
had  been  a  faithful  and  excellent  public  servant,  repented  of  their 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  36,  37,  Two  other  anecdotes  are  recounted  by 
Plutarch,  which  seem  to  be  of  doubtful  authenticity.  Nikokles  entreated 
that 'he  might  be  allowed  to  swallow  his  potion  before  Phokion;  upon 
which  the  latter  replied  —  “  Your  request,  Nikokles,  is  sad  and  mournful; 
but  as  I  have  never  yet  refused  you  anything  throughout  my  life,  I  grant 
this  also.” 

After  the  four  first  had  drunk,  all  except  Phokion,  no  more  hemlock  was 
left ;  upon  which  the  jailer  said  that  he  would  not  prepare  any  more,  unless 
twelve  drachmae  of  money  were  given  to  him  to  buy  the  material.  Some 
hesitation  took  place,  until  Phokion  asked  one  of  his  friends  to  supply  the 
money,  sarcastically  remarking,  that  it  was  hard  if  a  man  could  not  even 
die  gratis  at  Athens. 

As  to  the  first  of  these  anecdotes  —  if  we  read,  in  Plato’s  Phaedon  ( 1 52— 
155),  the  details  of  the  death  of  Sokrates,  —  we  shall  see  that  death  by  hem¬ 
lock  was  not  caused  instantaneously,  but  in  a  gradual  and  painless  manner; 
the  person  who  had  swallowed  the  potion  being  desired  to  walk  about  for 
some  time,  until  his  legs  grew  heavy,  and  then  to  lie  down  in  bed,  after 
which  he  gradually  chilled  and  became  insensible,  first  in  the  extremities, 
next  in  the  vital  centres.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  question  — 
which  of  the  persons  condemned  should  swallow  the  first  of  the  five  potions 
—  could  be  of  very  little  moment. 

Then,  as  to  the  alleged  niggardly  stock  of  hemlock  in  the  Athenian 
prison  —  what  would  have  been  the  alternative,  if  Phokion’s  friend  had  not 
furnished  the  twelve  drachmae?  Would  he  have  remained  in  confinement, 
without  being  put  to  death  ?  Certainly  not ;  for  he  was  under  capital  sen¬ 
tence.  Would  he  have  been  put  to  death  by  the  sword  or  some  other  unex- 
pensive  instrument?  This  is  at  variance  with  the  analogy  of  Athenian 
practice.  If  there  be  any  truth  in  the  story,  we  must  suppose  that  the 
Eleven  had  allotted  to  this  jailer  a  stock  of  hemlock  (or  the  price  thereof) 
really  adequate  to  five  potions,  but  that  he  by  accident  or  awkwardness 
had  wasted  a  part  of  it,  so  that  it  would  have  been  necessary  for  him  to 
supply  the  deficiency  out  of  his  own  pocket.  From  this  embarrassment  he 
was  rescued  by  Phokion  and  his  friend ;  and  Phokion’s  sarcasm  touches 
upon  the  strangeness  of  a  man  being  called  upon  to  nay  for  his  own  execu¬ 
tion. 


CHARACTER  OF  PHOKION. 


357 


severity  towards  him,  celebrated  his  funeral  obsequies  at  the 
public  expense,  erected  a  statue  in  his  honor,  and  put  to  death 
Agnonides  by  public  judicial  sentence;  while  Epikurus  and 
Demophilus  fled  from  the  city  and  were  slain  by  Phokicn’s  son.* 

These  facts  are  ostensibly  correct ;  but  Plutarch  omits  to  no* 
tice  the  real  explanation  of  them.  Within  two  or  three  months 
after  the  death  of  Phokion,  Kassander,  already  in  possession  of 
Peirceus  and  Munyehia,  became  also  master  of  Athens ;  the  oli¬ 
garchical  or  Phokionic  party  again  acquired  predominance ;  De¬ 
metrius  the  Phalerean  was  recalled  from  exile,  and  placed  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  city  under  Kassander,  as  Phokion  had  administered 
it  under  Anti  pater. 

No  wonder,  that  under  such  circumstances,  the  memory  of 
Phokion  should  be  honored.  But  this  is  a  very  different  thing 
from  spontaneous  change  of  popular  opinion  respecting  him.  I 
see  no  reason  why  such  change  of  opinion  should  have  occurred, 
nor  do  I  believe  that  it  did  occur.  The  Demos  of  Athens,  ban¬ 
ished  and  deported  in  mass,  had  the  best  ground  for  hating  Pho¬ 
kion,  and  were  not  likely  to  become  ashamed  of  the  feeling. 
Though  he  was  personally  mild  and  incorruptible,  they  derived 
no  benefit  from  these  virtues.  To  them  it  was  of  little  moment 
that  he  should  steadily  refuse  all  presents  from  Antipater,  when 
he  did  Antipater’s  work  gratuitously.  Considered  as  a  judicial 
trial,  the  last  scene  of  Phokion  before  the  people  in  the  theatre 
is  nothing  better  than  a  cruel  imposture ;  considered  as  a  mani¬ 
festation  of  public  opinion  already  settled,  it  is  one  for  which  the 
facts  of  the  past  supplied  ample  warrant. 

We  cannot  indeed  read  without  painful  sympathy  the  narra¬ 
tive  of  an  old  man  above  eighty,  —  personally  brave,  mild,  and 
superior  to  all  pecuniary  temptation,  so  far  as  his  positive  admin¬ 
istration  was  concerned,  —  perishing  under  an  intense  and  crush¬ 
ing  storm  of  popular  execration.  But  when  we  look  at  the  whole 
ease  —  when  we  survey,  not  merely  the  details  of  Phokion’s  ad  ¬ 
ministration,  but  the  grand  public  objects  which  those  details 
subserved,  and  towards  which  he  conducted  his  fellow-citizens  — 
we  shall  see  that  this  judgment  is  fully  merited.  In  Phokion’s 
patriotism  —  for  so  doubtless  he  himself  sincerely  conceived  it 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion,  38 
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no  account  was  taken  of  Athenian  independence  *,  of  the  auto 
nomy  or  self-management  of  the  Hellenic  world ;  of  the  condi 
tions,  in  reference  to  foreign  kings,  under  which  alone  such  auto¬ 
nomy  could  exist.  He  had  neither  the  Panhellenic  sentiment 
of  Aristeides,  Kallikratidas,  and  Demosthenes  —  nor  the  nar¬ 
rower  Athenian  sentiment,  like  the  devotion  of  Agesilaus  to 
Sparta,  and  of  Epaminondas  to  Thebes.  To  Phokion  it  was  in¬ 
different  whether  Greece  was  an  aggregate  of  autonomous  cities, 
with  Athens  as  first  or  second  among  them  —  or  one  of  the 
satrapies  under  the  Macedonian  kings.  Now  this  was  among 
the  most  fatal  defects  of  a  Grecian  public  man.  The  sentiment 
in  which  Phokion  was  wanting,  lay  at  the  bottom  of  all  those 
splendid  achievements  which  have  given  to  Greece  a  substantive 
and  preeminent  place  in  the  history  of  the  world.  Had  The- 
mistokles,  Arsiteides,  and  Leonidas  resembled  him,  Greece 
would  have  passed  quietly  under  the  dominion  of  Persia,  and 
the  brilliant,  though  checkered,  century  and  more  of  independent 
politics  which  succeeded  the  repulse  of  Xerxes  would  never  have 
occurred.  It  was  precisely  during  the  fifty  years  of  Phokion’s 
political  and  military  influence,  that  the  Greeks  were  degraded 
from  a  state  of  freedom,  and  Athens  from  ascendency  as  well  as 
freedom,  into  absolute  servitude.  Insofar  as  this  great  public 
misfortune  can  be  imputed  to  any  one  man  —  to  no  one  was  it 
more  ascribable  than  to  Phokion.  He  was  strategus  during 
most  of  the  long  series  of  years  when  Philip’s  power  was  grow¬ 
ing  ;  it  was  his  duty  to  look  ahead  for  the  safety  of  his  country¬ 
men,  and  to  combat  the  yet  immature  giant.  He  heard  the 
warnings  of  Demosthenes,  and  he  possessed  exactly  those  quali¬ 
ties  which  were  wanting  to  Demosthenes  —  military  energy  and 
aptitude.  Had  he  lent  his  influence  to  inform  the  short-sighted¬ 
ness,  to  stimulate  the  inertia,  to  direct  the  armed  efforts,  of  his 
countrymen,  the  kings  of  Macedon  might  have  been  kept  within 
their  own  limits,  and  the  future  history  of  Greece  might  have 
been  altogether  different.  Unfortunately,  he  took  the  opposite 
side.  He  acted  with  iEschines  and  the  Philippizers ;  without 
receiving  money  from  Philip,  he  did  gratuitously  all  that  Philip 
desired  —  by  nullifying  and  sneering  down  the  efforts  of  Demos¬ 
thenes  and  the  other  active  politicians.  After  the  battle  of 
Chasroneia,  Fhokion  received  from  Philip  first,  and  from  Alex 
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aoder  afterwards,  marks  of  esteem  not  shown  towards  any  other 
Athenian.  This  wa*  both  the  fruit  and  the  proof  of  his  past 
political  action  —  anti-Hellenic  as  well  as  anti-Athenian.  Having 
done  much,  in  the  earlier  part  of  his  life,  to  promote  the  subju¬ 
gation  of  Greece  under  the  Macedonian  kings,  he  contributed 
somewhat,  during  the  latter  half,  to  lighten  the  severity  of  their 
dominion  ;  and  it  is  the  most  honorable  point  in  his  character  that 
he  always  refrained  from  abusing  their  marked  favor  towards  hint- 
self,  for  purposes  either  of  personal  gain  or  of  oppression  over 
his  fellow-citizens.  Alexander  not  only  wrote  letters  to  him, 
even  during  the  plenitude  of  imperial  power,  in  terms  of 
respectful  friendship,  but  tendered  to  him  the  largest  presents  — 
at  one  time  the  sum  of  100  talents,  at  another  time  the  choice  of 
four  towns  on  the  coast  of  Asia  Minor,  as  Xerxes  gave  to  The- 
mistokles.  He  even  expressed  his  displeasure  when  Phokion, 
refusing  everything,  consented  only  to  request  the  liberation  of 
three  Grecian  prisoners  confined  at  Sardis.1 

The  Lamian  war  and  its  consequences,  were  Phokion’s  ruin. 
He  continued  at  Athens,  throughout  that  war,  freely  declaring 
his  opinion  against  it ;  for  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  in  spite  of 
his  known  macedonizing  politics,  the  people  neither  banished 
nor  degraded  him,  but  contented  themselves  with  following  the 
counsels  of  others.  On  the  disastrous  termination  of  the  war, 
Phokion  undertook  the  thankless  and  dishonorable  function  of 
satrap  under  Antipater  at  Athens,  with  the  Macedonian  garrison 
at  Munychia  to  back  him.  He  became  the  subordinate  agent  of 
a  conqueror  who  not  only  slaughtered  the  chief  Athenian  orators, 
but  disfranchised  and  deported  the  Demos  in  mass.  Having  ac¬ 
cepted  partnership  and  responsibility  in  these  proceedings,  Pho¬ 
kion  was  no  longer  safe  except  under  the  protection  of  a  foreign 
prince.  After  the  liberal  proclamation  issued  in  the  name  of  the 
Macedonian  kings,  permitting  the  return  of  the  banished  Demos, 
be  sought  safety  for  himself,  first  by  that  treasonable  connivance 
which  enabled  Nikanor  to  seize  the  Peiraeus,  next  by  courting 
Polysperchon  the  enemy  of  Nikanor.  A  voluntary  expatriation 
(along  with  his  friend  the  Phalerean  Demetrius)  would  have 
been  less  dangerous,  and  less  discreditable,  than  these  manoeuvres, 


1  Plutarch,  Phokion.  18  ;  Plutarch,  Apophthegm,  p.  188. 
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which  still  farther  darkened  the  close  of  his  life,  without  avert¬ 
ing  from  him,  after  all,  the  necessity  of  facing  the  restored  De¬ 
mos.  The  intense  and  unanimous  wrath  of  the  people  against 
him  is  an  instructive,  though  a  distressing  spectacle.  It  was  di¬ 
rected,  not  against  the  man  or  the  administrator  —  for  in  both 
chaiacters  Phokion  had  been  blameless,  except  as  to  the  last  col¬ 
lusion  with  Nikanor  in  the  seizure  of  the  Peirseus — but  against 
his  public  policy.  It  was  the  last  protest  of  extinct  Grecian 
freedom,  speaking  as  it  were  from  the  tomb  in  a  voice  of  thun¬ 
der,  against  that  fatal  system  of  mistrust,  inertia,  self-seeking,  and 
Corruption,  which  had  betrayed  the  once  autonomous  Athens  to 
a  foreign  conqueror. 

I  have  already  mentioned  that  Polysperchon  with  his  army 
was  in  Phokis  when  Phokion  was  brought  before  him,  on  his 
inarch  towards  Peloponnesus.  Perhaps  he  may  have  been  de¬ 
tained  by  negotiation  with  the  AEtolians,  who  embraced  his  alli¬ 
ance.1  At  any  rate  he  was  tardy  in  his  march,  for  before  he 
reached  Attica,  Kassander  arrived  at  Peirseus  to  join  Nikanor 
with  a  fleet  of  thirty-five  ships  and  4000  soldiers  obtained  from 
Antigonus.  On  learning  this  fact,  Polysperchon  hastened  his 
inarch  also,  and  presented  himself  under  the  walls  of  Athens 
and  Peiraus  with  a  large  force  of  20,000  Macedonians,  4000 
Greek  allies,  1000  cavalry,  and  sixty-five  elephants;  animals 
which  were  now  seen  for  the  first  time  in  European  Greece.  He 
at  first  besieged  Kassander  in  Peiraeus,  but  finding  it  difficult  to 
procure  subsistence  in  Attica  for  so  numerous  an.  army,  he 
marched  with  the  larger  portion  into -Peloponnesus,  leaving  his 
son  Alexander  with  a  division  to  make  head  against  Kassander. 
Either  approaching  in  person  the  various  Peloponnesian  towns 
—  or  addressing  them  by  means  of  envoys  —  he  enjoined  the 
subversion  of  the  Antipatrian  oligarchies,  and  the  restoration  of 
liberty  and  free  speech  to  the  mass  of  the  citizens.2  In  most  of 
the  towns,  this  revolution  was  accomplished ;  but  in  Megalopolis, 
the  oligarchy  held  out ;  not  only  forcing  Polysperchon  to  besiege 
the  city,  but  even  defending  it  against  him  successfully.  He 
Blade  two  or  three  attempts  to  storm  it,  by  movable  towers,  by 
undermining  the  walls,  and  even  by  the  aid  of  elephants ;  but 


1  Diodor.  xix.  35. 
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he  was  repulsed  in  all  of  them,1  and  obliged  to  relinquish  the 
siege  with  considerable  loss  of  reputation.  His  admiral  Kleitus 
was  soon  afterwards  defeated  in  the  Propontis,  with  the  loss  of 
his  whole  fleet,  by  Nikanor  (whom  Kassander  had  sent  from 
Peiraeus)  and  Antigonus.2 

After  these  two  defeats,  Polysperchon  seems  to  have  evac¬ 
uated  Peloponnesus,  and  to  have  carried  his  forces  across  the 
Corinthian  Gulf  into  Epirus,  to  join  Olympias.  His  party  was 
greatly  weakened  all  over  Greece,  and  that  of  Kassander  pro¬ 
portionally  strengthened.  The  first  effect  of  this  was,  the  sur 
render  of  Athens.  The  Athenians  in  the  city,  including  all  or 
many  of  the  restored  exiles,  could  no  longer  endure  that  com¬ 
plete  severance  from  the  sea,  to  which  the  occupation  of  Peiraeus 
and  Munychia  by  Kassander  had  reduced  them.  Athens  with¬ 
out  a  port  was  hardly  tenable ;  in  fact,  Peiraeus  was  considered 
by  its  great  constructor,  Themistokles,  as  more  indispensable  to 
the  Athenians  than  Athens  itself.3  The  subsistence  of  the 
people  was  derived  in  large  proportion  from  imported  corn, 
received  through  Peiraeus  ;  where  also  the  trade  and  industrial 
operations  were  carried  on,  most  of  the  revenue  collected,  and  the 
arsenals,  docks,  ships,  etc.  of  the  state  kept  up.  It  became  evident 
that  Nikanor,  by  seizing  on  the  Peiraeus,  had  rendered  Athens  dis 
armed  and  helpless ;  so  that  the  irreparable  mischief  done  by  Pho- 
kion,  in  conniving  at  that  seizure,  was  felt  more  and  more  every 
day.  Hence  the  Athenians,  unable  to  capture  the  port  themselves, 
and  hopeless  of  obtaining  it  through  Polysperchon,  felt  con¬ 
strained  to  listen  to  the  partisans  of  Kassander,  who  proposed 
that  terms  should  be  made  with  him.  It  was  agreed  that  they 
should  become  friends  and  allies  of  Kassander ;  that  they  should 
have  full  enjoyment  of  their  city,  with  the  port  Peirasus,  their 
ships  and  revenues ;  that  the  exiles  and  deported  citizens  should 
be  readmitted  ;  that  the  political  franchise  should  for  the  future 
be  enjoyed  by  all  citizens  who  possessed  1000  drachmas  of 
property  and  upwards ;  that  Kassander  should  hold  Munychia 
with  a  governor  and  garrison,  until  the  war  against  Polysperchon 
was  brought  to  a  close  ;  and  that  he  should  also  name  some  one 


1  Diodor,  xviii.  70,  71.  2  Diodor,  xviii.  72. 
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Athenian  citizen,  in  whose  hands  the  supreme  government  of 
the  city  should  be  vested.  Kassander  named  Demetrius  the 
Phalerean  (i.e.  an  Athenian  of  the  Deme  Phalerum),  one  of  the 
colleagues  of  Phokion ;  who  had  gone  into  voluntary  exile  since 
the  death  of  Antipater,  but  had  recently  returned.1 

This  convention  restored  substantially  at  Athens  the  Antipa- 
trian  government ;  yet  without  the  severities  which  had  marked 
its  original  establishment  —  and  with  some  modifications  in  va¬ 
rious  ways.  It  made  Kassander  virtually  master  of  the  city 
(as  Antipater  had  been  before  him),  by  means  of  his  governing 
nominee,  upheld  by  the  garrison,  and  by  the  fortification  of  Mu* 
nychia  ;  which  had  now  been  greatly  enlarged  and  strength¬ 
ened,2  holding  a  practical  command  over  Peiraeus,  though  that 
port  was  nominally  relinquished  to  the  Athenians.  But  there 
was  no  slaughter  of  orators,  no  expulsion  of  citizens :  moreover, 
even  the  minimum  of  1000  drachmae,  fixed  for  the  political  fran¬ 
chise,  though  excluding  the  multitude,  must  have  been  felt  as  an 
improvement  compared  with  the  higher  limit  of  2000  drachmae 
prescribed  by  Antipater.  Kassander  was  not,  like  his  father,  at 
the  head  of  an  overwhelming  force,  master  of  Greece.  He  had 
Polysperchon  in  the  field  against  him  with  a  rival  army  and  an 
established  ascendency  in  many  of  the  Grecian  cities  ;  it  was 
therefore  his  interest  to  abstain  from  measures  of  obvious  harsh¬ 
ness  towards  the  Athenian  people. 

Towards  this  end  his  choice  of  the  Phalerean  Demetrius 
appears  to  have  been  judicious.  That  citizen  continued  to  ad¬ 
minister  Athens,  as  satrap  or  despot  under  Kassander,  for  ten 
years.  He  was  an  accomplished  literary  man,  friend  both  of  the 
philosopher  Theophrastus,  who  had  succeeded  to  the  school  of 
Aristotle  —  and  of  the  rhetor  Deinarchus.  He  is  described  also 
as  a  person  of  expensive  and  luxurious  habits ;  towards  which 
he  devoted  the  most  of  the  Athenian  public  revenue,  1 200  talents 
in  amount,  if  Duris  is  to  be  believed.  His  administration  is 
said  to  have  been  discreet  and  moderate.  We  know  little  of  its 
details,  but  we  are  told  that  he  made  sumptuary  laws,  especially 


1  Diodor,  xviii.  74. 

2  See  the  notice  of  Monychia,  as  it  stood  ten  years  afterwards  (Diodoi? 

2X.  4r)). 
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restricting  the  cost  and  ostentation  of  funerals.1  He  hirrself 
extolled  his  own  decennial  period  as  one  of  abundance  and  flour¬ 
ishing  commerce  at  Athens.2 3  But  we  learn  from  others,  and  the 
fact  is  highly  probable,  that  it  was  a  period  of  distress  and  hu 
miliation,  both  at  Athens  and  in  other  Grecian  towns  ;  and  that 
Athenians,  as  well  as  others,  welcomed  new  projects  of  coloni¬ 
zation  (such  as  that  of  Ophelias  from  Kyrene)  not  simply  from 
prospects  of  advantage,  but  also  as  an  escape  from  existing 
evils.8 

What  forms  of  nominal  democracy  were  kept  up  during  this 
interval,  we  cannot  discover.  The  popular  judicature  must  have 
been  continued  for  private  suits  and  accusations,  since  Deinar- 
chus  is  said  to  have  been  in  large  practice  as  a  logographer,  or 
composer  of  discourses  for  others.4 * *  But  the  fact  that  three  hun¬ 
dred  and  sixty  statues  were  erected  in  honor  of  Demetrius  while 
his  administration  was  still  going  on,  demonstrates  the  gross 
flattery  of  his  partisans,  the  subjection  of  the  people,  and  the 
practical  abolition  of  all  free-spoken  censure  or  pronounced  oppo¬ 
sition.  We  learn  that,  in  some  one  of  the  ten  years  of  his 
administration,  a  census  was  taken  of  the  inhabitants  of  Attica; 
and  that  there  were  numbered,  21,000  citizens,  10,000  metics,  and 


1  Cicero,  De  Legg.  ii.  26,  66  ;  Strabo,  ix.  p  398 ,  Pausanias,  i.  25,  5. 
rvpavvov  re  ’ Adr/vaioig  eirpatje  yeveadai  kriprjTpiov ,  etc.  Duris  ap.  Athenae¬ 
um,  xii.  542.  Fragm.  27.  vol.  iii.  p.  477.  Frag.  Hist.  Graec. 

The  Phalerean  Demetrius  composed,  among  numerous  historical,  philo¬ 
sophical,  and  literary  works,  a  narrative  of  his  own  decennial  administra¬ 
tion  (Diogenes  Laert.  v.  5,  9;  Strabo,  ih.)  —  irepl  denaeriaq. 

The  statement  of  1200  talents,  as  the  annual  revenue  handled  by  Deme¬ 
trius,  deserves  little  credit. 

2  See  the  Fragment  of  Demochares,  2  Fragment.  Historic.  Graec.  ed. 
Didot,  vol.  ii.  p.  448,  ap.  Polyb.  xii.  13.  Demochares,  nephew  of  the  orator 
Demosthenes,  was  the  political  opponent  of  Demetrius  Phaiereus,  whom  he 
reproached  with  these  boasts  about  commercial  prosperity,  when  the  liberty 
and  dignity  of  the  city  were  overthrown.  To  such  boasts  of  Demetrius 
Phaiereus  probably  belongs  the  statement  cited  from  him  by  Strabo  (iii.  p. 
147)  about  the  laborious  works  in  the  Attic  mines  at  Laureium. 

3  Diodor.  xx.  40.  had'  vnelapfSavov  pi)  povov  kyupareic;  eased  at 
dyaduv,  aXAd  nal  re jv  izapovTuv  naiccjv  (nraAAayr/aeadcu. 

4  Dionys.  Halic.  Judicium  de  Dinarcho,  p.  633,  634  ;  Plutarch,  Demetri¬ 

us,  10.  "koyip  pev  dTuyapxiKr/?,  epyut  de  povapxiKfc,  KaTaoTaaeu f  yevopevrp 

did.  rr}v  rov  $a\r]peuQ  dvvapiv,  etc. 
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400,000  slaves.1  Of  this  important  enumeration  we  know  the 
bare  fact,  without  its  special  purpose  or  even  its  precise  data. 


1  Ktesikles  ap.  Athenaeum,  vi  p  272.  Mr.  Fynes  Clinton  (following  Wesse* 
ling),  supplies  the  defect  in  the  text  of  Athenaeus,  so  as  to  assign  the  cen- 
6us  to  the  1 15th  Olympiad.  This  conjecture  may  he  right,  yet  the  reasons 
for  it  are  not  conclusive.  The  census  may  have  been  either  in  the  116th, 
or  in  the  117th  Olympiad  ;  we  have  no  means  of  determining  which.  The 
administration  of  Phalerean  Demetrius  covers  the  ten  years  between  317 
and  307  b.  c  (Fast.  Hell.  Append,  p.  388). 

Mr.  Clinton  (ad  ann.  317  b.  c.  Fast.  Hell.)  observes  respecting  the  census 
—  “  The  21,000  Athenians  express  those  who  had  votes  in  the  public  assem¬ 
bly,  or  all  the  males  above  the  age  of  twenty  years;  the  10,000  fisrotnoi 
described  also  the  males  of  full  age.  When  the  women  and  children  a tq 
computed,  the  total  free  population  will  be  about  127,660;  and  400,000 
slaves,  added  to  this  total,  will  give  about  527,660  for  the  total  population 
of  Attica.”  See  also  the  Appendix  to  F.  H.  p.  390  seq. 

This  census  is  a  very  interesting  fact;  but  our  information  respecting  ifc 
is  miserably  scanty,  and  Mr.  Clinton’s  interpretation  of  the  different  num¬ 
bers  is  open  to  some  remark.  He  cannot  be  right,  I  think,  in  saying  — 
“  The  21,000  Athenians  express  those  who  had  votes  in  the  assembly,  or  all 
the  males  above  the  age  of  twenty  years.”  For  we  are  expressly  told,  that 
under  the  administration  of  Demetrius  Phalereus,  all  persons  who  did  not 
possess  1000  drachmae  were  excluded  from  the  political  franchise;  and 
therefore  a  large  number  of  males  above  the  age  of  twenty  years  would 
have  no  vote  in  the  assembly.  Since  the  two  categories  are  not  coincident, 
then,  to  which  shall  we  apply  the  number  21,000?  To  those  who  had 
votes  ?  Or  to  the  total  number  of  free  citizens,  voting  or  not  voting,  above 
the  age  of  twenty  ?  The  public  assembly,  during  the  administration  of 
Demetrius  Phalereus,  appears  to  have  been  of  little  moment  or  efficacy; 
so  that  a  distint  record,  of  the  number  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  it,  is 
not  likely  to  have  been  sought. 

Then  again,  Mr.  Clinton  interprets  the  three  numbers  given,  upon  two 
principles  totally  distinct.  The  two  first  numbers  (citizens  and  metics), 
he  considers  to  designate  only  males  of  full  age;  the  third  number,  of 
olnerai,  he  considers  to  include  both  sexes  and  all  ages. 

This  is  a  conjecture  w  hich  I  think  very  doubtful,  in  the  absence  of  farther 
knowledge.  It  implies  that  the  enumerators  take  account  of  the  slave 
women  and  children  —  but  that  they  take  no  account  of  the  jr«e  women 
and  children,  wives  and  families  of  the  citizens  and  metics.  The  number 
of  the  free  women  and  children  are  wholly  unrecorded,  on  Mr.  Clinton’s 
supposition.  Now  if,  for  the  purposes  of  the  census,  it  was  necessary  to 
enumerate  the  slave  women  and  children  —  it  surely  wrould  be  not  less  neces¬ 
sary  to  enumerate  the  free  women  and  children 

The  word  oUerat  sometimes  means,  not  slaves  only,  but  the  inmates  of 
&  family  generally  —  free  as  well  as  slave.  If  such  be  its  meaning  bore 
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Perhaps  some  of  those  citizens,  who  had  been  banished  or  deported 
at  the  close  of  the  Lamian  war,  may  have  returned  and  continued 
to  reside  at  Athens.  But  there  still  seems  to  have  remained, 
during  all  the  continuance  of  the  Kassandrian  Oligarchy,  a  body 
of  adverse  Athenian  exiles,  watching  for  an  opportunity  of  over¬ 
throwing  it,  and  seeking  aid  for  that  purpose  from  the  A^tolians 
and  others.1 

The  acquisition  of  Athens  by  Kassander,  followed  up  by  his 
capture  of  Panaktum  and  Salamis,  and  seconded  by  his  modera¬ 
tion  towards  the  Athenians,  procured  for  him  considerable  sup¬ 
port  in  Peloponnesus,  whither  he  proceeded  with  his  army.3 
Many  of  the  cities,  intimidated  or  persuaded,  joined  him  and 
deserted  Polysperchon  ;  while  the  Spartans,  now  feeling  for  the 
first  time  their  defenceless  condition,  thought  it  prudent  to  sur¬ 
round  their  city  with  walls.8  This  fact,  among  many  others 
contemporaneous,  testifies  emphatically,  how  the  characteristic 
sentiments  of  the  Hellenic  autonomous  world  were  now  dying 
out  everywhere.  The  maintenance  of  Sparta  as  an  unwalled 
city,  was  one  of  the  deepest  and  most  cherished  of  the  Lykur- 
gean  traditions  ;  a  standing;  proof  of  the  fearless  bearing  and 
self-confidence  of  the  Spartans  against  dangers  from  without. 
The  erection  of  the  walls  showed  their  own  conviction,  but  too 
well  borne  out  by  the  real  circumstances  around  them,  that  the 
pressure  of  the  foreigner  had  become  so  overwhelming  as  hardly 
to  leave  them  even  safety  at  home. 

The  warfare  between  Kassander  and  Polysperchon  became 
now  embittered  by  a  feud  among  the  members  of  the  Macedonian 


(which  however  there  is  not  evidence  enough  to  affirm),  we  eliminate  the 
difficulty  of  supposing  the  slave  women  and  children  to  be  enumerated  — 
and  the  free  women  and  children  not  to  be  enumerated. 

We  should  be  able  to  reason  more  confidently,  if  we  knew  the  purpose  for 
which  the  census  had  been  taken  —  whether  with  a  view  to  military  or 
political  measures  —  to  finance  and  taxation  —  or  to  the  question  of  sub¬ 
sistence  and  importation  of  foreign  corn  (see  Mr.  Clinton’s  Fast.  H.  ad  ann 
*44  b.  c.,  about  another  census  taken  in  reference  to  imported  corn). 

1  See  Dionys.  Halic.  Judic.  de  Dinarcho,  p.  658  Reisk. 

*  Diodor,  xviii.  75. 

3  Justin,  xiv.  5.  Diodor,  xviii.  75;  Pausan.  vii.  8,  3;  Pausania9,  t 
85,  5. 
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imperial  family.  King  Philip  Aridams  and  his  wife  Eurydikfc 
alarmed  and  indignant  at  the  restoration  of  Olympias  which 
Polysperchon  was  projecting,  solicited  aid  from  Kassander,  and 
tried  to  place  the  force  of  Macedonia  at  his  disposal.  In  this 
however  they  failed.  Olympias,  assisted  not  only  by  Polysper¬ 
chon,  but  by  the  Epirotic  prince  iEakides,  made  her  entry  into 
Macedonia  out  of  Epirus,  apparently  in  the  autumn  of  317  b.  c. 
She  brought  with  her  Roxana  and  her  child  —  the  widow  and 
son  of  Alexander  the  Great.  The  Macedonian  soldiers,  as¬ 
sembled  by  Philip  Aridaeus  and  Eurydik§  to  resist  her,  were  so 
overawed  by  her  name  and  the  recollection  of  Alexander,  that 
they  refused  to  fight,  and  thus  ensured  to  her  an  easy  victory. 
Philip  and  Eurydike  became  her  prisoners ;  the  former  she 
caused  to  be  slain  ;  to  the  latter  she  offered  only  an  option  be¬ 
tween  the  sword,  the  halter,  and  poison.  The  old  queen  next 
proceeded  to  satiate  her  revenge  against  the  family  of  Antipater. 
One  hundred  leading  Macedonians,  friends  of  Kassander,  were 
put  to  death,  together  with  his  brother  Nikanor ; 1  while  the 
sepulchre  of  his  deceased  brother  Iollas,  accused  of  having 
poisoned  Alexander  the  Great,  was  broken  up. 

During  the  winter,  Olympias  remained  thus  completely  pre- 
dominant  in  Macedonia  ;  where  her  position  seemed  strong,  since 
her  allies  the  iEtolians  were  masters  of  the  pass  at  Thermopylae, 
while  Kassander  was  kept  employed  in  Peloponnesus  by  the 
force  under  Alexander,  son  of  Polysperchon.  But  Kassander, 
disengaging  himself  from  these  embarrassments,  and  eluding 
Thermopylae  by  a  maritime  transit  to  Thessaly,  seized  the  Per- 
rhaebian  passes  before  they  had  been  put  under  guard,  and  en¬ 
tered  Macedonia  without  resistance.  Olympias,  having  no  army 
competent  to  meet  him  in  the  field,  was  forced  to  shut  herself  up 
in  the  maritime  fortress  of  Pydna,  with  Roxana,  the  child  Alex¬ 
ander,  and  Thessalonike  daughter  of  her  late  husband  Philip  son 
of  Amyntas.2  Here  Kassander  blocked  her  up  for  several 
months  by  sea  as  well  as  by  land,  and  succeeded  in  defeating  all 
the  efforts  of  Polysperchon  and  iEakides  to  relieve  her.  In  the 
poring  of  the  ensuing  year  (316  b.  c.),  she  was  forced  by  intol- 


1  Diodor.  xix.  11  ;  Justin,  x.  14,  4;  Pausanias,  i.  11.  4. 
8  Diodor.  xix.  36 
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arable  famine  to  surrender.  Kassander  promised  her  nothing 
more  than  personal  safety,  requiring  from  her  the  surrender  of 
the  two  great  fortresses,  Pella  and  Amphipolis,  which  made  him 
master  of  Macedonia.  Presently  however,  the  relatives  of  those 
numerous  victims,  who  had  perished  by  order  of  Olympias,  were 
encouraged  by  Kassander  to  demand  her  life  in  retribution. 
They  found  little  difficulty  in  obtaining  a  verdict  of  condemna- 
tion  against  her  from  what  was  called  a  Macedonian  assembly. 
Nevertheless,  such  was  the  sentiment  of  awe  and  reverence  con¬ 
nected  with  her  name,  that  no  one  except  these  injured  men 
themselves  could  be  found  to  execute  the  sentence.  She  died 
with  a  courage  worthy  of  her  rank  and  domineering  character. 
Kassander  took  Thessalonike  to  wife  —  confined  Roxana  with 
the  child  Alexander  in  the  fortress  of  Amphipolis  —  where 
(after  a  certain  interval)  he  caused  both  of  them  to  be  slain.1 

While  Kassander  was  thus  master  of  Macedonia  —  and  while 
the  imperial  family  were  disappearing  from  the  scene  in  that 
country  —  the  defeat  and  death  of  Eumenes  (which  happened 
nearly  at  the  same  time  as  the  capture  of  Olympias2)  removed 
the  last  faithful  partisan  of  that  family  in  Asia.  But  at  the 
same  time,  it  left  in  the  hands  of  Antigonus  such  overwhelming 
preponderance  throughout  Asia,  that  he  aspired  to  become  vicar 
and  master  of  the  entire  Alexandrine  empire,  as  well  as  to 
avenge  upon  Kassander  the  extirpation  of  the  regal  family. 
His  power  appeared  indeed  so  formidable,  that  Kassander  of 
Macedonia,  Lysimachus  of  Thrace,  Ptolemy  of  Egypt,  and  Se- 
leukus  of  Babylonia,  entered  into  a  convention,  which  gradually 
ripened  into  an  active  alliance,  against  him. 

During  the  struggles  between  these  powerful  princes,  Greece 
appears  simply  as  a  group  of  subject  cities,  held,  garrisoned, 
grasped  at,  or  coveted,  by  all  of  them.  Polysperchon,  abandon¬ 
ing  all  hopes  in  Macedonia  after  the  death  of  Olympias,  had  been 
forced  to  take  refuge  among  the  ^Etolians,  leaving  his  son  Alex¬ 
ander  to  make  the  best  struggle  that  he  could  in  Peloponnesus ; 


1  Diodor.  xix.  50,  51 ;  Justin,  xiv.  5  ;  Pausan.  i.  25,  5;  ix.  7,  1. 

2  Even  immediately  before  the  death  of  Olympias,  Aristonous,  governor 
of  Amphipolis  in  her  interest,  considered  Eumenes  to  be  still  alive  (Diodor 
xix.  50). 
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so  that  Kassander  was  now  decidedly  preponderant  throughout 
the  Hellenic  regions.  Alter  fixing  himself  on  the  throne  of 
Macedonia,  he  perpetuated  his  own  name  by  founding,  on  the 
isthmus  of  the  peninsula  of  Pallene  and  near  the  site  where 
Potidaea  had  stood,  the  new  city  of  Kassandreia;  into  which  he 
congregated  a  large  number  of  inhabitants  from  the  neighbor¬ 
hood,  and  especially  the  remnant  of  the  citizens  of  Olynthus 
and  Potidaea,  —  towns  taken  and  destroyed  by  Philip  more  than 
thirty  years  before.1  He  next  marched  into  Peloponnesus  with 
his  army  againt  Alexander  son  of  Polysperchon.  Passing 
through  Boeotia,  he  undertook  the  task  of  restoring  the  city  of 
Thebes,  which  had  been  destroyed  twenty  years  previously  by 
Alexander  the  Great,  and  had  ever  since  existed  only  as  a  mili¬ 
tary  post  on  the  ancient  citadel  called  Kadmeia.  The  other 
Boeotian  towns,  to  whom  the  old  Theban  territory  had  been  as¬ 
signed,  were  persuaded  or  constrained  to  relinquish  it;  and 
Kassander  invited  from  all  parts  of  Greece  the  Theban  exiles  or 
their  descendants.  From  sympathy  with  these  exiles,  and  also 
with  the  ancient  celebrity  of  the  city,  many  Greeks,  even  from 
Italy  and  Sicily,  contributed  to  the  restoration.  The  Athenians, 
now  administered  by  Demetrius  Phalereus  under  Kassander’s 
supremacy,  were  particularly  forward  in  the  work  ;  the  Messe- 
nians  and  Megalopolitans,  whose  ancestors  had  owed  so  much  to 
the  Theban  Epaminondas,  lent  strenuous  aid,  Thebes  was  re¬ 
established  in  the  original  area  which  it  had  occupied  before 
Alexander’s  siege ;  and  was  held  by  a  Kassandrian  garrison  in 
the  Kadmeia,  destined  for  the  mastery  of  Boeotia  and  Greece.1 

After  some  stay  at  Thebes,  Kassander  advanced  toward 
Peloponnesus.  Alexander  (son  of  Polysperchon)  having  forti¬ 
fied  the  Isthmus,  he  was  forced  to  embark  his  troops  with  his 
elephants  at  Megara,  and  cross  over  the  Saronic  Gulf  to  Epi- 
daurus.  He  dispossessed  Alexander  of  Argos,  of  Messenia,  and 


1  Diodor.  xix.  52 ;  Pausanias,  v.  23,  2. 

9  Diodor,  xix  52,  54,  78  ;  Pausan.  ix.  7,  2-5.  This  seems  an  explanation 
of  Kassanders  proceeding,  more  probable  than  that  given  by  Pausanias ; 
who  tells  us  that  Kassander  hated  the  memory  of  Alexander  the  Great, 
and  wished  to  undo  the  consequences  of  his  acts.  That  he  did  so  hate 
Alexander,  is  however  extremely  credible  :  see  Plutarch,  Alexand.  74 
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even  of  his  position  on  the  Isthmus,  where  he  left  a  powerful 
detachment,  and  then  returned  to  Macedonia.1  His  increasing 
power  raised  both  apprehension  and  hatred  in  the  bosom  of 
Antigonus,  who  endeavored  to  come  to  terms  with  him,  but  in 
vain.2  Kassander  preferred  the  alliance  with  Ptolemy,  Seleu- 
kus,  and  Lysimachus  —  against  Antigonus,  who  was  now  master 
of  nearly  the  whole  of  Asia,  inspiring  common  dread  to  all  of 
ihem.8  Accordingly,  from  Asia  to  Peloponnesus,  with  arms  and 
money  Antigonus  despatched  the  Milesian  Aristodemus  to 
strengthen  Alexander  against  Kassander ;  whom  he  farther  de¬ 
nounced  as  an  enemy  of  the  Macedonian  name,  because  he  had 
slain  Olympias,  imprisoned  the  other  members  of  the  regal  fam¬ 
ily,  and  re-established  the  Olynthian  exiles.  He  caused  the  ab¬ 
sent  Kassander  to  be  condemned  by  what  was  called  a  Macedo¬ 
nian  assembly,  upon  these  and  other  charges. 

Antigonus  farther  proclaimed,  by  the  voice  of  this  assembly, 
that  all  the  Greeks  should  be  free,  self-governing,  and  exempt 
from  garrisons  or  military  occupation.4  It  was  expected  that 
these  brilliant  promises  would  enlist  partisans  in  Greece  against 
Kassander ;  accordingly  Ptolemy  ruler  of  Egypt,  one  of  the  ene¬ 
mies  of  Antigonus,  thought  fit  to  issue  similar  proclamations  a 
few  months  afterwards,  tendering  to  the  Greeks  the  same  boon 
from  himself.5  These  promises,  neither  executed,  nor  intended 
to  be  executed,  by  either  of  the  kings,  appear  to  have  produced 
little  or  no  effect  upon  the  Greeks. 

The  arrival  of  Aristodemus  in  Peloponnesus  had  re-animated 
the  party  of  Alexander  (son  of  Polysperchon),  against  whom 
Kassander  was  again  obliged  to  bring  his  full  forces  from  Mace¬ 
donia.  Though  successful  against  Alexander  at  Argos,  Orcho- 
menus,  and  other  places,  Kassander  was  not  able  to  crush  him, 
and  presently  thought  it  prudent  to  gain  him  over.  He  offered 
to  him  the  separate  government  of  Peloponnesus,  though  in  sub¬ 
ordination  to  himself :  Alexander  accepted  the  offer,  becoming 
Kassander’s  ally6 *  —  and  carried  on  war,  jointly  with  him,  against 
Aristodemus,  with  varying  success,  until  he  was  presently  assas- 


1  Diodor.  xix.  54. 
3  Diodor.  xix.  57. 
*  Diodor.  xix.  62. 


5  Diodor.  xix.  56. 

*  Diodor.  xix.  61. 

Diodor.  xix.  63. 
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sinated  by  some  private  enemies.  Nevertheless  his  widow  Kra- 
tesipolis,  a  woman  of  courage  and  energy,  still  maintained  her¬ 
self  in  considerable  force  at  Sikyon.1  Kassander’s  most  obsti¬ 
nate  enemies  were  the  iEtolians,  of  whom  we  now  first  hear  for¬ 
mal  mention  as  a  substantive  confederacy.2 3  These  JEtolians  be¬ 
came  the  allies  of  Antigonus  as  they  had  been  before  of  Poly- 
sperchon,  extending  their  predatory  ravages  even  as  far  as  Atti¬ 
ca.  Protected  against  foreign  garrisons,  partly  by  their  rude 
and  fierce  habits,  partly  by  their  mountainous  territory,  they 
were  almost  the  only  Greeks  who  could  still  be  called  free. 
Kassander  tried  to  keep  them  in  check  through  their  neighbors 
the  Akarnanians,  whom  he  induced  to  adopt  a  more  concentrated 
habit  of  residence,  consolidating  their  numerous  petty  townships 
into  a  few  considerable  towns,  —  Stratus,  Sauria,  and  Agrinium 
—  convenient  posts  for  Macedonian  garrisons.  He  also  made 
himself  master  of  Leukas,  Apollonia,  and  Epidamnus,  defeating 
the  Illyrian  king  Glaukias,  so  that  his  dominion  now  extended 
across  from  the  Thermaic  to  the  Adriatic  Gulf.8  His  general 
Philippus  gained  two  important  victories  over  the  iEtolians  and 
Epirots,  forcing  the  former  to  relinquish  some  of  their  most  ac¬ 
cessible  towns.4 

The  power  of  Antigonus  in  Asia  underwent  a  material  dimin¬ 
ution,  by  the  successful  and  permanent  establishment  which  Se- 
leukus  now  acquired  in  Babylonia ;  from  which  event  the  era  of 
the  succeeding  Seleukidos  takes  its  origin.  In  Greece,  however, 
Antigonus  gained  ground  on  Kassander.  He  sent  thither  his 
nephew  Ptolemy  with  a  large  force  to  liberate  the  Greeks,  or  in 
other  words,  to  expel  the  Kassandrian  garrisons ;  while  he  at 
the  same  time  distracted  Kassander’s  attention  by  threatening  to 
cross  the  Hellespont  and  invade  Macedonia.  This  Ptolemy  (not 
the  Egyptian)  expelled  the  soldiers  of  Kassander  from  Euboea, 


1  Diodor.  xix.  62,  67. 

*  Diordor.  xix.  66.  ’A pLorodripog,  ki ri  tov  kolvov  tu>v  A  ItuTluv 
6iKuioXoyrjau.fj.evog,  npoerphparo  r«  wXr/&7j  fioip&eiv  role  ’A vriyovov  npdy - 
uactLv,  etc. 

3  Diodor.  xix.  67,  68 ;  Justin,  xv.  2.  See  Brandstater,  Geschiehte  de« 
jEtolischen  Volkes  und  Bundes,  p.  178  (Berlin,  1844). 

4  Diodor.  xix.  74. 
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Boeotia,  and  Phokis.  Chalkis  in  Euboea  was  at  this  time  the 
chief  military  station  of  Kassander ;  Thebes  (which  he  had  re¬ 
cently  re-established)  was  in  alliance  with  him ;  but  the  remain¬ 
ing  Boeotian  towns  were  hostile  to  him.  Ptolemy,  having  taken 
Chalkis  —  the  citizens  of  which  he  conciliated  by  leaving  them 
without  any  garrison  —  together  with  Oropus,  Eretria,  and  Ka- 
rystus  —  entered  Attica  and  presented  himself  before  Athens. 
So  much  disposition  to  treat  with  him  was  manifested  in  the  city, 
that  Demetrius  the  Phalerean  was  obliged  to  gain  time  by  pre¬ 
tending  to  open  negotiations  with  Antigonus,  while  Ptolemy 
withdrew  from  Attica.  Nearly  at  the  same  epoch,  Apollon ia, 
Epidamnus,  and  Leukas,  found  means,  assisted  by  an  armament 
from  Korkyra,  to  drive  out  Kassander’s  garrisons,  and  to  escape 
from  his  dominion.1  The  affairs  of  Antigonus  were  now  pros¬ 
pering  in  Greece,  but  they  were  much  thrown  back  by  the  dis *  * 
content  and  treachery  of  his  admiral  Telesphorus,  who  seized 
Elis  and  even  plundered  the  sacred  treasures  of  Olympia. 
Ptolemy  presently  put  him  down,  and  restored  these  treasures  to 
the  god.9 

In  the  ensuing  year,  a  convention  was  concluded  between  An¬ 
tigonus,  on  one  side  —  and  Kassander,  Ptolemy  (the  Egyptian) 
and  Lysimachus,  on  the  other,  whereby  the  supreme  command 
in  Macedonia  was  guaranteed  to  Kassander,  until  the  maturity 
of  Alexander  son  of  Roxana  ;  Thrace  being  at  the  same  time 
assured  to  Lysimachus,  Egypt  to  Ptolemy,  and  the  whole  of  Asia 
to  Antigonus.  It  was  at  the  same  time  covenanted  by  all,  that 
the  Hellenic  cities  should  be  free.3  Towards  the  execution  of 
this  last  clause,  however,  nothing  was  actually  done.  Nor  does 
it  appear  that  the  treaty  had  any  other  effect,  except  to  inspire 
Kassander  with  increased  jealousy  about  Roxana  and  her  child ; 
both  of  whom  (as  has  been  already  stated)  he  caused  to  be  se¬ 
cretly  assassinated  soon  afterwards,  by  the  governor  Glaukias,  in 
the  fortress  of  Amphipolis,  where  they  had  been  confined.4  The 
forces  of  Antigonus,  under  his  general  Ptolemy,  still  remained 
m  Greece.  But  this  general  presently  (310  b.  c.)  revolted  from 


1  Diodor.  xix.  77,  *8,  89. 

*  Diodor.  xix.  105 
A  Diodor.  xix.  105. 
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Antigonus,  and  placed  them  in  cooperation  with  Kassander  j 
while  Ptolemy  of  Egypt,  accusing  Antigonus  of  having  contra¬ 
vened  the  treaty  by  garrisoning  various  Grecian  cities,  renewed 
the  war  and  the  triple  alliance  against  him.1 

Polysperchon,  —  who  had  hitherto  maintained  a  local  domin¬ 
ion  over  various  parts  of  Peloponnesus,  with  a  military  force 
distributed  in  Messenfc  and  other  towns2  —  was  now  encouraged 
by  Antigonus  to  espouse  the  cause  of  Herakles  (son  of  Alexan¬ 
der  by  Barsine),  and  to  place  him  on  the  throne  of  Macedonia 
in  opposition  to  Kassander.  This  young  prince  Herakles,  now 
seventeen  years  of  age,  was  sent  to  Greece  from  Pergamus  in 
Asia,  and  his  pretensions  to  the  throne  were  assisted  not  only  by 
a  considerable  party  in  Macedonia  itself,  but  also  by  the  -ZEtoli- 
ans.  Polysperchon  invaded  Macedonia,  with  favorable  pros¬ 
pects  of  establishing  the  young  prince ;  yet  he  thought  it  advan¬ 
tageous  to  accept  treacherous  propositions  from  Kassander,  who 
offered  to  him  partnership  in  the  sovereignty  of  Macedonia,  with 
an  independent  army  and  dominion  in  Peloponnesus.  Polysper 
chon,  tempted  by  these  offers,  assassinated  the  young  prince  He 
rakles,  and  withdrew  his  army  towards  Peloponnesus.  But  he 
found  such  unexpected  opposition,  in  his  march  through  Boeotia, 
from  Boeotians  and  Peloponnesians,  that  he  was  forced  to  take 
up  his  winter  quarters  in  Lokris3  (309  b.  c.).  From  this  time 
forward,  as  far  as  we  can  make  out,  he  commanded  in  Southern 
Greece  as  subordinate  ally  or  partner  of  Kassander ; 4  whose 
Macedonian  dominion,  thus  confirmed,  seems  to  have  included 
Akarnania  and  Amphilochia  on  the  Ambrakian  Gulf,  together 
with  the  town  of  Ambrakia  itself,  and  a  supremacy  over  many 
of  the  Epirots. 

The  assassination  of  Herakles  was  speedily  followed  by  that 
of  Kleopatra,  sister  of  Alexander  the  Great,  and  daughter  of 
Philip  and  Olympias.  She  had  been  for  some  time  at  Sardis, 

1  Diodor.  xx.  19. 

2  Messene  was  garrisoned  by  Polysperchon  (Diodor  xix.  64). 

3  Diodor.  xx.  28 ;  Trogus  Pompeius  —  Proleg.  ad  Justin,  xv.  Justin 
xv.  2. 

*  Diodor.  xx.  100-103  ;  Plutarch.  Pyrrhus,  6.  King  Pyrrhus  was  ot  iroo* 
yovuv  ael  dedovXevicoTuv  MuKetiom  —  at  least  this  was  the  reproach  of  Lygi- 
machus  (Plutarch,  Phyrrhus,  12). 
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nominally  at  liberty,  yet  under  watch  by  the  governor,  who  re¬ 
ceived  his  orders  from  Antigonus ;  she  was  now  preparing  to 
quit  that  place,  for  the  purpose  of  joining  Ptolemy  in  Egypt,  and 
of  becoming  his  wife.  She  had  been  invoked  as  auxiliary,  or 
courted  in  marriage,  by  several  of  the  great  Macedonian  chiefs, 
without  any  result.  Now,  however,  Antigonus,  afraid  of  the  in¬ 
fluence  which  her  name  might  throw  into  the  scale  of  his  rival 
Ptolemv,  caused  her  to  be  secretly  murdered  as  she  was  prepar¬ 
ing  for  her  departure ;  throwing  the  blame  of  the  deed  on  some 
of  her  women,  whom  he  punished  with  death.1  All  the  rela¬ 
tives  of  Alexander  the  Great  (except  Thessalonike  wife  of  Kas- 
aander,  daughter  of  Philip  by  a  Thessalian  mistress)  thus  suc¬ 
cessively  perished,  and  all  by  the  orders  of  one  or  other  among 
his  principal  officers.  The  imperial  family,  with  the  prestige  of 
its  name,  thus  came  to  an  end. 

Ptolemy  of  Egypt  now  set  sail  for  Greece  with  a  powerful 
armament.  He  acquired  possession  of  the  important  cities  — 
Sikyon  and  Corinth  —  which  were  handed  over  to  him  by  Kra- 
tesipolis,  widow  of  Alexander  son  of  Polysperchon.  He  then 
made  known  by  proclamation  his  purpose  as  a  liberator,  inviting 
aid  from  the  Peloponnesian  cities  themselves  against  the  garri¬ 
sons  of  Kassander.  From  some  he  received  encouraging  an¬ 
swers  and  promises ;  but  none  of  them  made  any  movement,  or 
seconded  him  by  armed  demonstrations.  He  thought  it  prudent 
therefore  to  conclude  a  truce  with  Kassander  and  retire  from 
Greece,  leaving  however  secure  garrisons  in  Sikyon  and  Cor¬ 
inth.9  The  Grecian  cities  had  now  become  tame  and  passive. 
Feeling  their  own  incapacity  of  self-defence,  and  averse  to  aux¬ 
iliary  efforts,  which  brought  upon  them  enmity  without  any  pros¬ 
pect  of  advantage  —  they  awaited  only  the  turns  of  foreign  inter¬ 
ference  and  the  behests  of  the  potentates  around  them. 

The  Grecian  ascendency  of  Kassander,  however,  was  in  the 
following  year  exposed  to  a  graver  shock  than  it  had  ever  yet 
encountered  —  by  the  sudden  invasion  of  Demetrius  called  Poli- 
orketes,  son  of  Antigonus.  This  young  prince,  sailing  from 
Ephesus  witl  a  formidable  armament,  contrived  to  conceal  his 


1  Diodor.  xx.  37  compare  Justin,  xii;.  6  ;  xiv.  1. 
3  Diodor.  xx.  37 
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purposes  so  closely,  that  he  actually  entered  the  harbor  of  Pet 
rteus  (on  the  26th  of  the  month  Thargelion  —  May)  without  ex¬ 
pectation,  or  resistance  from  any  one ;  his  fleet  being  mistaken 
For  the  fleet  of  the  Egyptian  Ptolemy.  The  Phalerean  Deme 
trius,  taken  unawares,  and  attempting  too  late  to  guard  the  har¬ 
bor,  found  himself  compelled  to  leave  it  in  possession  of  the  ene¬ 
my,  and  to  retire  within  the  walls  of  Athens ;  while  Dionysius, 
the  Kassandrian  governor,  maintained  himself  with  his  garrison 
in  Munychia,  yet  without  any  army  competent  to  meet  the  inva¬ 
ders  in  the  field.  This  accomplished  Phalerean,  who  had  ad¬ 
ministered  for  ten  years  as  the  viceroy  and  with  the  force  of 
Kassander,  now  felt  his  position  and  influence  at  Athens  over¬ 
thrown,  and  even  his  personal  safety  endangered.  He  with 
other  Athenians  went  as  envoys  on  the  ensuing  day  to  ascertain 
what  terms  would  be  granted.  The  young  prince  ostentatiously 
proclaimed,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  his  father  Antigonus  and 
himself  to  restore  and  guarantee  to  the  Athenians  unqualified 
freedom  and  autonomy.  Hence  the  Phalerean  Demetrius  fore¬ 
saw  that  his  internal  opponents,  condemned  as  they  had  been  to 
compulsory  silence  during  the  last  ten  years,  would  now  pro¬ 
claim  themselves  with  irresistible  violence,  so  that  there  was  no 
safety  for  him  except  in  retreat.  He  accordingly  asked  and  ob¬ 
tained  permission  from  the  invader  to  retire  to  Thebes,  from 
whence  he  passed  over  soon  after  to  Ptolemy  in  Egypt*  The 
Athenians  in  the  city  declared  in  favor  of  Demetrius  Poliorke- 
tes  ;  who  however  refused  to  enter  the  walls  until  he  should 
have  besieged  and  captured  Munychia,  as  well  as  Megara,  with 
their  Kassandrian  garrisons.  In  a  short  time  he  accomplished 
both  these  objects.  Indeed  energy,  skill,  and  effective  use  of  en¬ 
gines,  in  besieging  fortified  places,  were  among  the  most  conspic¬ 
uous  features  in  his  character ;  procuring  for  him  the  surname 
whereby  he  is  known  to  history.  He  proclaimed  the  Megarians 
free,  levelling  to  the  ground  the  fortifications  of  Munychia,  as  an 
earnest  to  the  Athenians  that  they  should  be  relieved  for  the  fu¬ 
ture  from  all  foreign  garrison.1 


1  Philochor.  Fragm  144,  ed.  Didot;  Diodor.  xx.  45, 46 ;  Plutarch,  Deme¬ 
trius,  8,  9.  The  occupation  of  Peiraeus  by  Demetrius  Poliorketes  is  related 
somewhat  differently  by  Polyeenus,  iv.  7,  6. 
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After  these  successes,  Demetrius  Poliorketes  made  his  tri- 
jmphant  entry  into  Athens.  He  announced  to  the  people,  in 
formal  assembly,  that  they  were  now  again  a  free  democracy, 
liberated  from  all  dominion  either  of  soldiers  from  abroad  or 
oligarchs  at  home.  He  also  promised  them  a  farther  boon  from  his 
father  Antigenus  and  himself — 150,000  medimni  of  corn  for 
distribution,  and  ship-timber  in  quantity  sufficient  for  construct¬ 
ing  100  triremes.  Both  these  announcements  were  received 
with  grateful  exultation.  The  feelings  of  the  people  were  testi¬ 
fied  not  merely  in  votes  of  thanks  and  admiration  towards  the 
young  conqueror,  but  in  effusions  of  unmeasured  and  exorbitant 
flattery.  Stratokles  (who  has  already  been  before  us  as  one  of 
the  accusers  of  Demosthenes  in  the  Harpalian  affair)  with  others 
exhausted  their  invention  in  devising  new  varieties  of  compli¬ 
ment  and  adulation.  Antigonus  and  Demetrius  were  proclaimed 
to  be  not  only  kings,  but  gods  and  saviors  :  a  high  priest  of  these 
saviors  was  to  be  annually  chosen,  after  whom  each  successive 
year  was  to  be  named  (instead  of  being  named  after  the  first  of 
the  nine  Archons,  as  had  hitherto  been  the  custom),  and  the 
dates  of  decrees  and  contracts  commemorated  ;  the  month  Muny- 
chion  was  re-named  as  Demetrion  —  two  new  tribes,  to  be  called 
Antigonis  and  Demetrias,  were  constituted  in  addition  to  the 
preceding  ten  :  —  the  annual  senate  was  appointed  to  consist  of 
600  members  instead  of  500  ;  the  portraits  and  exploits  of  Antigo¬ 
nus  and  Demetrius  were  to  be  woven,  along  with  those  of  Zeus 
and  Athene,  into  the  splendid  and  voluminous  robe  periodically 
carried  in  procession,  as  an  offering  at  the  Panathenaic  festival ; 
the  spot  of  ground  where  Demetrius  had  alighted  from  his  char¬ 
iot,  was  consecrated  with  an  altar  erected  in  honor  of  Demetrius 
Kataebates  or  the  Descender.  Several  other  similar  votes  were 
passed,  recognizing,  and  worshipping  as  gods,  the  saviors  Antigo¬ 
nus  and  Demetrius.  Nay,  we  are  told  that  temples  or  altars  were 
voted  to  Phila- Aphrodite,  in  honor  of  Phila  wife  of  Demetrius  ; 
and  a  like  compliment  was  paid  to  his  two  mistresses,  Leaena  and 
Lamia.  Altars  are  said  to  have  been  also  dedicated  to  Adeiman- 
tus  and  others,  his  convivial  companions  or  flatterers.1  At  the 


Plutarch,  Demetrius.  9-11;  Diodor,  xx  4?;  Demochares  ap.  Athe 
meum.  vi  p.  253. 
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same  time  the  numerous  statues  which  had  been  erected  in 
honor  of  the  Phalerean  Demetrius  during  his  decennial  govern¬ 
ment,  were  overt lirown,  and  some  of  them  even  turned  to  ignoble 
purposes,  in  order  to  cast  greater  scorn  upon  the  past  ruler.1 
The  demonstrations  of  servile  flattery  at  Athens,  towards  Deme¬ 
trius  Poliorketes,  were  in  fact  so  extravagantly  overdone,  that 
he  himself  is  said  to  have  been  disgusted  with  them,  and  to  have 
expressed  contempt  for  these  degenerate  Athenians  of  his  own 
time.2 

In  reviewing  such  degrading  proceedings,  we  must  recollect 
that  thirty-one  years  had  now  elapsed  since  the  battle  of  Chaero- 
neia,  and  that  during  all  this  time  the  Athenians  had  been  under 
the  practical  ascendency,  and  constantly  augmenting  pressure,  of 
foreign  potentates.  The  sentiment  of  this  dependence  on  Mace¬ 
donia  had  been  continually  strengthened  by  all  the  subsequent 
events  —  by  the  capture  and  destruction  of  Thebes,  and  the  sub¬ 
sequent  overwhelming  conquests  of  Alexander  —  by  the  deplora¬ 
ble  conclusion  of  the  Lamian  war,  the  slaughter  of  the  free- 
spoken  orators,  the  death  of  the  energetic  military  leaders,  and 
the  deportation  of  Athenian  citizens  —  lastly,  by  the  continued 
presence  of  a  Macedonian  garrison  in  Peiraeus  or  Munychia. 
By  Phokion,  Demetrius  Phalereus,  and  the  other  leading  states¬ 
men  of  this  long  period,  submission  to  Macedonia  had  been  in¬ 
culcated  as  a  virtue,  while  the  recollection  of  the  dignity  and 
grandeur  of  old  autonomous  Athens  had  been  effaced  or  de¬ 
nounced  as  a  mischievous  dream.  The  fifteen  years  between 
the  close  of  the  Lamian  war  and  tlie  arrival  of  Demetrius  Poli¬ 
orketes  (322—307  b.  c.),  had  witnessed  no  free  play,  nor  public 
discussion  and  expression,  of  conflicting  opinions ;  the  short  pe¬ 
riod  during  which  Phokion  was  condemned  must  be  excepted, 
but  that  lasted  only  long  enough  to  give  room  for  the  outburst 
of  a  preconceived  but  suppressed  antipathy. 

During  this  thirty  years,  of  which  the  last  half  had  been  an 
aggravation  of  the  first,  a  new  generation  cf  Athenians  had 
grown  up,  accustomed  to  an  altered  phase  of  political  existence, 


1  Diogen.  Daert.  v.  77.  Among  the  numerous  literary  works  (all  lost)  of 
the  Phalerean  Demetrius,  one  was  entitled  ’Ai9* *v*iwv  Ka-adpoprt  (ib  v.  82} 

*  Demochares  ap.  Athenaeum,  vi.  p  253. 
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How  few  of  those  who  received  Demetrius  Poliorketes,  had 
taken  part  in  the  battle  of  Chaeroneia,  or  listened  to  the  stirring 
exhortations  of  Demosthenes  in  the  war  which  preceded  that 
disaster ! 1  Of  the  citizens  who  yet  retained  courage  and  patri¬ 
otism  to  struggle  again  for  their  freedom  after  the  death  of  Alex¬ 
ander,  how  many  must  have  perished  with  Leosthenes  in  the 
Lamian  war!  The  Athenians  of  307  b.  c.  had  come  to  con¬ 
ceive  their  own  city,  and  Hellas  generally,  as  dependent  first  on 
Kassander,  next  on  the  possible  intervention  of  his  equally 
overweening  rivals,  Ptolemy,  Antigonus,  Lysimachus,  etc.  If 
they  shook  off  the  yoke  of  one  potentate,  it  could  only  be  by  the 
protectorate  of  another.  The  sentiment  of  political  self-reliance 
and  autonomy  had  fled ;  the  conception  of  a  citizen  military  force, 
furnished  by  confederate  and  co-operating  cities,  had  been  super¬ 
seded  by  the  spectacle  of  vast  standing  armies,  organized  by  the 
heirs  of  Alexander  and  of  his  traditions. 

Two  centuries  before  (510  b.  c.),  when  the  Lacedaemonians 
expelled  the  despot  Hippias  and  his  mercenaries  from  Athens, 
there  sprang  up  at  once  among  the  Athenian  people  a  forward 
and  devoted  patriotism,  which  made  them  willing  to  brave,  and 
competent  to  avert,  all  dangers  in  defence  of  their  newly-acquired 
liberty.2  At  that  time,  the  enemies  by  whom  they  were 
threatened  were  Lacedaemonians,  Thebans,  iEginetans,  Chalki- 
dians,  and  the  like  (for  the  Persian  force  did  not  present  itself 
until  after  some  interval,  and  attacked  not  Athens  alone,  but 
Greece  collectively).  These  hostile  forces,  though  superior  in 
number  and  apparent  value  to  those  of  Athens,  were  yet  not  so 
disproportionate  as  to  engender  hopelessness  and  despair.  Very 
different  were  the  facts  in  307  b.  c.,  when  Demetrius  Polior¬ 
ketes  removed  the  Kassandrian  mercenaries  with  their  fortress 
Munychia,  and  proclaimed  Athens  free.  To  maintain  that  free  • 
dom  by  their  own  strength  —  in  opposition  to  the  evident  superi¬ 
ority  of  organized  force  residing  in  the  potentates  around,  one 


1  Tacitus,  Annal.  i.  3.  “  Juniores  post  Actiacam  victoriam,  seniores  pie 

rique  inter  bella  civium  nati :  quotusquisque  reliquus,  qui  rempublicam 
vidisset  1  ” 

*  Herodotus,  v.  78. 
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or  more  of  whom  had  nearly  all  Greece  under  military  occupa¬ 
tion,  —  was  an  enterprise  too  hopeless  to  have  been  attempted 
even  by  men  such  as  the  combatants  of  Marathon  or  the  con¬ 
temporaries  of  Perikles.  “  Who  would  be  free,  themselves  must 
strike  the  blow !  ”  but  the  Athenians  had  not  force  enough  to 
strike  it;  and  the  liberty  proclaimed  by  Demetrius  Poliorketes 
was  a  boon  dependent  upon  him  for  its  extent  and  even  for  its 
continuance.  The  Athenian  assembly  of  that  day  was  held 
under  his  army  as  masters  of  Attica,  as  it  had  been  held  a  few 
months  before  under  the  controlling  force  of  the  Phalerean 
Demetrius  together  with  the  Kassandrian  governor  of  Munychia; 
and  the  most  fulsome  votes  of  adulation  proposed  in  honor  of 
Demetrius  Poliorketes  by  his  partisans,  though  perhaps  disap¬ 
proved  by  many,  would  hardly  find  a  single  pronounced  oppo¬ 
nent. 

One  man,  however,  there  was,  who  ventured  to  oppose  several 
of  the  votes  —  the  nephew  of  Demosthenes  —  Demochares  ;  who 
deserves  to  be  commemorated  as  the .  last  known  spokesman  of 
free  Athenian  citizenship.  We  know  only  that  such  were  his 
general  politics,  and  that  his  opposition  to  the  obsequious  rhetor 
Stratokles  ended  in  banishment,  four  years  afterwards.1  He  ap¬ 
pears  to  have  discharged  the  functions  of  general  during  this  pe¬ 
riod —  to  have  been  active  in  strengthening  the  fortifications  and 
military  equipment  of  the  city  —  and  to  have  been  employed  in 
occasional  missions.2 

The  altered  politics  of  Athens  were  manifested  by  impeach¬ 
ment  against  Demetrius  Phalereus  ’and  other  leading  partisans 
of  the  late  Kassandrian  government.  He  and  many  others  had 
already  gone  into  voluntary  exile ;  when  their  trials  came  on, 
they  were  not  forthcoming,  and  all  were  condemned  to  death. 
But  all  those  who  remained,  and  presented  themselves  for  trial, 
were  acquitted ; 3  so  little  was  there  of  reactionary  violence  on 
this  occasion.  Stratokles  also  proposed  a  decree,  commemorat¬ 
ing  the  orator  Lykurgus  (who  had  been  dead  about  seventeen 
years)  by  a  statue,  an  honorary  inscription,  and  a  grant  of  main- 


1  Plutarch,  Demetr.  24. 

3  Polybius,  xii  13  ;  Decretum  apud  Plutarch,  Vit.  X.  Oratt  d.  851. 
*  Phiiocirori  Fragm  144,  ed.  Didot,  ap  Dionys.  Hal.  p  636 
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lenance  in  the  Prytaneum  to  his  eldest  surviving  descendant.1 
Among  those  who  accompanied  the  Phalerean  Demetrius  into 
exile  was  the  rhetor  or  logographer  Deinarchus. 

The  friendship  of  this  obnoxious  Phalerean,  and  of  Kassan- 
der  also,  towards  the  philosopher  Theophrastus,  seems  to  have 
been  one  main  cause  which  occasioned  the  enactment  of  a  re¬ 
strictive  law  against  the  liberty  of  philosophizing.  It  was  de¬ 
creed,  on  the  proposition  of  a  citizen  named  Sophokles,  that  no 
philosopher  should  be  allowed  to  open  a  school  or  teach,  except 
under  special  sanction  obtained  from  a  vote  of  the  Senate  and 
people.  Such  was  the  disgust  and  apprehension  occasioned  by 
the  new  restriction,  that  all  the  philosophers  with  one  accord  left 
Athens.  This  spirited  protest,  against  authoritative  restriction 
on  the  liberty  of  philosophy  and  teaching,  found  responsive  sym¬ 
pathy  among  the  Athenians.  The  celebrity  of  the  schools  and 
professors  was  in  fact  the  only  characteristic  mark  of  dignity  still 
remaining  to  them  —  when  their  power  had  become  extinct,  and 
when  even  their  independence  and  free  constitution  had  degene- 


1  Plutarch,  Vit.  X.  Oratt.  p.  842-852.  Lykurgus  at  his  death  (about  324 
B.  c.)  left  three  sons,  who  are  said,  shortly  after  his  death,  to  have  been 
prosecuted  by  Menesaechmus,  and  put  in  prison  (;‘  handed  over  to  the 
Eleven”).  But  Thrasykles,  supported  by  Demokles,  stood  forward  on 
their  behalf;  and  Demosthenes,  then  in  banishment  at  Troezen,  wrote  em* 
ohatic  remonstrances  to  the  Athenians  against  such  unworthy  treatment 
of  the  sons  of  a  distinguished  patriot.  Accordingly  the  Athenians  soon 
repented  and  released  them. 

This  is  what  we  find  stated  in  Plutarch,  Vit.  X.  Oratt.  p.  842  The  third 
of  the  so-called  Demosthenic  Epistles  purports  to  be  the  letter  written  on 
this  subject  by  Demosthenes. 

The  harsh  treatment  of  the  sons  of  Lykurgus  (whatever  it  may  have 
amounted  to,  and  whatever  may  have  been  its  ground)  certainly  did  not 
last  long;  for  in  the  next  page  of  the  very  same  Plutarchian  life  (p.  843), 
an  account  is  given  of  the  family  of  Lykurgus,  which  was  ancient  and 
sacerdotal ;  and  it  is  there  stated  that  his  sons  after  his  death  fully  sus¬ 
tained  the  dignified  position  of  the  family. 

On  what  ground  they  were  accused,  we  cannot  make  out.  According  to 
the  Demosthenic  epistle  (which  epistles  I  have  before  stated  that  Ido  not 
believe  to  be  authentic),  it  was  upon  some  allegation,  which,  if  valid  at  all, 
ought  to  have  been  urged  against  Lykurgus  himself  during  his  life  (p.  1477, 
1478);  but  Lykurgus  had  been  always  honorably  acquitted,  and  always 
held  thoroughly  estimable,  up  to  the  day. of  his  death  (p.  1475). 
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rated  into  a  mere  name.  It  was  moreover  the  great  temptation 
for  young  men,  coming  from  all  parts  of  Greece,  to  visit  Athens. 
Accordingly,  a  year  had  hardly  passed,  when  Philon,  impeach¬ 
ing  Sophokles  the  author  of  the  law,  under  the  Graphe  Parano- 
mon,  prevailed  on  the  Dikastery  to  find  him  guilty,  and  condemn 
him  to  a  fine  of  five  talents.  The  restrictive  law  being  thus  re¬ 
pealed,  the  philosophers  returned.1  It  is  remarkable  that  Demo- 
chares  stood  forward  as  one  of  its  advocates ;  defending  Sopho¬ 
kles  against  the  accuser  Philon.  From  scanty  notices  remaining 
of  the  speech  of  Democliares,  we  gather  that,  while  censuring 
the  opinions  no  less  than  the  characters  of  Plato  and  Aristotle, 
he  denounced  yet  more  bitterly  their  pupils,  as  being  for  the 
most  part  ambitious,  violent,  and  treacherous  men.  He  cited  by 
name  several  among  them,  who  had  subverted  the  freedom  of 
their  respective  cities,  and  committed  gross  outrages  against 
their  fellow-citizens.2 

Athenian  envoys  were  despatched  to  Antigonus  in  Asia,  to 
testify  the  gratitude  of  the  people,  and  communicate  the  recent 
complimentary  votes.  Antigonus  not  only  received  them  gra¬ 
ciously,  but  sent  to  Athens,  according  to  the  promise  made  by 
his  son,  a  large  present  of  150,000  medimni  of  wheat,  with  tim¬ 
ber  sufficient  for  100  ships.  He  at  the  same  tints  directed  De¬ 
metrius  to  convene  at  Athens  a  synod  of  deputies  from  the  allied 

1  Diogen.  Laert.  v.  38.  It  is  probably  to  this  return  of  the  philosophers 
that  t\ui(f)vyd6cjv  ad&odog  mentioned  by  Philochorus,  as  for  of  had  owed  by 
the  omen  in  the  Acropolis,  alludes  (Philochorus,  Frag  145,  cd.  Didot.  ap. 
Pionys.  Hal.  p.637). 

2  See  the  few  fragments  of  Demochares  collected  in  Fragmerts  Historico- 
rum  Graecorum,  ed.  Didot,  vol.  ii.  p.  445,  with  the  notes  of  Carl  Muller. 

See  likewise  Athenaeus,  xiii.  610,  with  the  fragment  from  the  clinic 
writer  Alexis.  It  is  there  stated  that  Lvsimachus  also,  king  of  Thrace, 
had  banished  the  philosophers  from  his  dominions. 

Demochares  might  find  (besides  the  persons  named  in  Athenaa.  v.  215  xi 
508)  other  authentic  examples  of  pupils  of  Plato  and  Isokrates  who  bad 
been  atrocious  and  sanguinary  tyrants  in  their  native  cities  —  see  the  case 
of  Klearchus  of  Herakleia,  Memnon  ap.  Photium,  Cod.  224.  cap.  1.  Chion 
and  Leonides,  the  two  young  citizens  who  slew  Klearchus,  and  who  perished 
in  endeavoring  to  liberate  their  country  —  were  also  pupils  of  Plato  (Justin, 
xvi.  5).  In  fact,  aspiring  youths,  of  all  varieties  of  purpose,  were  libeiv  to 
seek  this  mode  of  improvement.  Alexander  the  Great,  too,  the  very  iiroei^ 
•onation  of  subduing  force,  had  bpen  the  pupil  of  Aristotle). 
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Grecian  cities,  wher<t  resolutions  might  be  taken  for  the  common 
interests  of  Greece.1  It  was  his  interest  at  this  moment  to  raisB 
up  a  temporary  self-sustaining  authority  in  Greece,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  upholding  the  alliance  with  himself,  during  the  absence 
of  Demetrius ;  whom  he  was  compelled  to  summon  into  Asia 
with  his  army  —  requiring  his  services  for  the  war  against  Pto¬ 
lemy  in  Syria  and  Cyprus. 

The  following  three  years  were  spent  by  Demetrius  —  1.  In 
victorious  operations  near  Cyprus,  defeating  Ptolemy  and  mak¬ 
ing  himself  master  of  that  island ;  after  which  Antigonus  and 
Demetrius  assumed  the  title  of  kings,  and  the  example  was  fol¬ 
lowed  by  Ptolemy,  in  Egypt  —  by  Lysimachus,  in  Thrace  —  and 
by  Seleukus  in  Babylonia,  Mesopotamia,  and  Syrian  —  thus  abol¬ 
ishing  even  the  titular  remembrance  of  Alexander’s  family.  2. 
In  an  unsuccessful  invasion  of  Egypt  by  land  and  sea,  repulsed 
with  great  loss.  3.  In  the  siege  of  Rhodes.  The  brave  and  in¬ 
telligent  citizens  of  this  island  resisted  for  more  than  a  year  the 
most  strenuous  attacks  and  the  most  formidable  siege-equipments 
of  Demetrius  Poliorketes.  All  their  efforts  however  would  have 
been  vain  had  they  not  been  assisted  by  large  reinforcements 
and  supplies  from  Ptolemy,  Lysimachus,  and  Kassander.  Such 
are  the  conditions  under  which  alone  even  the  most  resolute  and 
intelligent  Greeks  can  now  retain  their  circumscribed  sphere  of 
autonomy.  The  siege  was  at  length  terminated  by  a  compro¬ 
mise  ;  the  Rhodians  submitted  to  enrol  themselves  as  allies  of 
Demetrius,  yet  under  proviso  not  to  act  against  Ptolemy.8  To¬ 
wards  the  latter  they  carried  their  grateful  devotion  so  far,  as  to 
erect  a  temple  to  him,  called  the  Ptolemteum,  and  to  worship 
him  (under  the  sanction  of  the  oracle  of  Ammon)  as  a  god.4 * 
Amidst  the  rocks  and  shoals  through  which  Grecian  cities  were 
now  condemned  to  steer,  menaced  on  every  side  by  kings  more 
powerful  than  themselves,  and  afterwards  by  the  giant-republic 
of  Rome  —  the  Rhodians  conducted  their  political  affairs  with 
greater  prudence  and  dignity  than  any  other  Grecian  city. 


1  Diodor.  xx.  46.  2 3  Diodor.  xx.  53 ;  Plutarch,  Demetr.  18. 

3  Diodor.  xx.  99.  Probably  this  proviso  extended  also  to  Lysimachus 

and  Kassander  (both  of  whom  had  assisted  Rhodes)  as  well  as  to  Ptolemy  — 

though  Diodorus  does  not  expressly  say  so  4  Diodor.  xx.  100. 
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Shortly  after  the  departure  of  Demetrius  from  Greece  to  Cy¬ 
prus,  Kassander  and  Polysperchon  renewed  the  war  in  Pelo¬ 
ponnesus  and  its  neighborhood.1  We  make  out  no  particulars 
respecting  this  war.  The  JEtolians  were  in  hostility  with  Ath¬ 
ens,  and  committed  annoying  depredations.2  The  fleet  of  Athens, 
repaired  or  increased  by  the  timber  received  from  Antigonus, 
was  made  to  furnish  thirty  quadriremes  to  assist  Demetrius  in 
Cyprus,  and  was  employed  in  certain  operations  near  the  island 
of  Amorgos,  wherein  it  suffered  defeat.3  But  we  can  discover 
little  respecting  the  course  of  the  war,  except  that  Kassander 
gained  ground  upon  the  Athenians,  and  that  about  the  beginning 
of  303  b.  c.,  he  was  blockading  or  threatening  to  blockade,  Ath¬ 
ens.  The  Athenians  invoked  the  aid  of  Demetrius  Poliorketes, 
who,  having  recently  concluded  an  accommodation  with  the  Rho¬ 
dians,  came  again  across  from  Asia,  with  a  powerful  fleet  and 
army,  to  Aulis  in  Boeotia.4  He  was  received  at  Athens  with 
demonstrations  of  honor  equal  or  superior  to  those  which  had 
marked  his  previous  visit.  He  seems  to  have  passed  a  year  and 
a  half,  partly  at  Athens,  partly  in  military  operations  carried  suc¬ 
cessfully  over  many  parts  of  Greece.  He  compelled  the  Boeo¬ 
tians  to  evacuate  the  Eubcean  city  of  Chalkis,  and  to  relinquish 
their  alliance  with  Kassander.  He  drove  that  prince  out  of  At¬ 
tica  —  expelled  his  garrisons  from  the  two  frontier  fortresses  of 
Attica,  —  Phyle  and  Panaktum  —  and  pursued  him  as  far  as 
Thermopylae.  He  captured,  or  obtained  by  bribing  the  garri¬ 
sons,  the  important  towns  of  Corinth,  Argos,  and  Sikyon  ;  mas¬ 
tering  also  JEgium,  Bura,  all  the  Arcadian  towns  (except  Man- 


1  Biodor.  xx.  100. 

2  That  the  Altolians  were  just  now  most  vexatious  enemies  to  Athens, 
may  be  seen  by  the  Ithyphallic  ode  addressed  to  Demetrius  Poliorketes 
( Athenaeus,  vi.  p.  253). 

3  Diodor.  xx.  50;  Plutarch,  Demetr.  11.  In  reference  to  this  defeat  near 
Amorgos,  Stratokles  (the  complaisant  orator  who  moved  the  votes  of  flat¬ 
tery  towards  Demetrius  and  Antigonus)  is  said  to  have  announced  it  first 
as  a  victory,  to  the  great  joy  of  the  people.  Presently  evidences  of  the  de¬ 
feat  arrived,  and  the  people  were  angry  with  Stratokles.  “  What  harm 
has  happened  to  you  1  (replied  he)  —  have  you  not  had  two  days  of  pleasure 
and  satisfaction  ?  ”  This  is  at  any  rate  a  very  good  story. 

4  Diodor.  xx.  100:  Plutarch,  Demetr.  23. 
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tineia),  and  various  other  towns  in  Peloponnesus.1  He  cele¬ 
brated,  as  president,  the  great  festival  of  the  Heraea  at  Argos ; 
on  which  occasion  he  married  Deidameia,  sister  of  Pyrrhus,  the 
young  king  of  Epirus.  He  prevailed  on  the  Sikyonians  to  trans¬ 
fer  to  a  short  distance  the  site  of  their  city,  conferring  upon  the 
new  city  the  name  of  Demetrias.2  At  a  Grecian  synod,  con¬ 
vened  in  Corinth  under  his  own  letters  of  invitation,  he  received 
by  acclamation  the  appointment  of  leader  or  Emperor  of  the 
Greeks,  as  it  had  been  conferred  on  Philip  and  Alexander.  He 
even  extended  his  attacks  as  far  as  Leukas  and  Korkyra.  The 
greater  part  of  Greece  seems  to  have  been  either  occupied  by 
his  garrisons,  or  enlisted  among  his  subordinates. 

So  much  was  Kassander  intimidated  by  these  successes,  that 
he  sent  envoys  to  Asia,  soliciting  peace  from  Antigonus ;  who, 
however,  elate  and  full  of  arrogance,  refused  to  listen  to  any 
terms  short  of  surrender  at  discretion.  Kassander,  thus  driven 
to  despair,  renewed  his  applications  to  Lysimachus,  Ptolemy,  and 
Seleukus.  All  these  princes  felt  equally  menaced  by  the  power 
and  dispositions  of  Antigonus  —  and  all  resolved  upon  an  ener¬ 
getic  combination  to  put  him  down.3 

After  uninterrupted  prosperity  in  Greece,  throughout  the 
summer  of  302  b.  c.,  Demetrius  returned  from  Leukas  to  Athens, 
about  the  month  of  September,  near  the  time  of  the  Eleusinian 
mysteries.4 *  He  was  welcomed  by  festive  processions,  hymns, 
paeans,  choric  dances,  and  bacchanalian  odes  of  joyous  congratu¬ 
lation.  One  of  these  hymns  is  preserved,  sung  by  a  chorus  of 
Xthyphalli  —  masked  revellers,  with  their  heads  and  arms  en¬ 
circled  by  wreaths,  —  clothed  in  white  tunics,  and  in  feminine 
garments  reaching  almost  to  the  feet.6 


1  Diodor.  xx.  102,  103;  Plutarch,  Demetr.  23-25. 

*  Diodor.  xx.  102;  Plutarch,  Demetr.  25;  Pausanias,  ii.  7,1.  The  city 
was  withdrawn  partially  from  the  sea,  and  approximated  closely  to  the 
acropolis.  The  new  city  remained  permanently  :  but  the  new  name  Deme¬ 
trias  gave  place  to  the  old  name  Sikyon. 

3  Diodor.  xx.  106. 

4  That  he  returned  from  Leukas  about  the  time  of  these  mysteries,  is  at* 
tested  both  by  Demochares  and  by  the  Ithyphallic  ode  in  Athenseus,  vi.  p 

253.  See  also  Duris  ap.  Athenae.  xii.  p.  535. 

*  Semus  ap.  Athenaeum,  xiv.  p.  622. 
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This  song  is  curious,  as  indicating  the  hopes  and  fears  preva- 
lent  among  Athenians  of  that  day,  and  as  affording  a  measure 
of  their  self-appreciation.  It  is  moreover  among  the  latest 
Grecian  documents  that  we  possess,  bearing  on  actual  and 
present  reality.  The  poet,  addressing  Demetrius  as  a  god, 
boasts  that  two  of  the  greatest  and  best-beloved  of  all  divine 
beings  are  visiting  Attica  at  the  same  moment  —  Demeter 
(coming  for  the  season  of  her  mysteries),  and  Demetrius,  son  of 
Poseidon  and  Aphrodite.  “To  thee  we  pray  (the  hymn  pro¬ 
ceeds)  ;  for  other  gods  are  either  afar  off  —  or  have  no  ears  — 
or  do  not  exist  —  or  care  nothing  about  us ;  but  thee  we  see  be¬ 
fore  us,  not  in  wood  or  marble,  but  in  real  presence.  First  of 
all  things,  establish  peace  ;  for  thou  hast  the  power  —  and  chas¬ 
tise  that  Sphinx  who  domineers,  not  merely  over  Thebes,  but 
over  all  Greece  —  the  .ZEtolian,  who,  (like  the  old  Sphinx) 
rushes  from  his  station  on  the  rock  to  snatch  and  carry  away 
our  persons,  and  against  whom  we  cannot  fight.  At  all  times, 
the  iEtolians  robbed  their  neighbors ;  but  now,  they  rob  far  as 
well  as  near.1” 

Effusions  such  as  these,  while  displaying  unmeasured  idolatry 


1  Athenaeus,  vi.  p.  253. 

'AXXoi  pev  r)  panpav  yap  airexovoiv  fteoc, 
f)  ova  exovaiv  ura, 

Tj  ovk  eloiv ,  f/  ov  n poooexovciv  r/plv  ovde  £v • 
ce  <5e  napov&'  opupev , 
ov  ZvXivov,  ovde  Xl&ivov,  uA/C  dXr/^ivov. 
’Evxd/J.ecrda  6 rj  cor 

irpuTov  pev  eipr/vTju  i to-t/cov,  (plXrare, 

Kvpiog  yap  el  ov. 

T?)r  <J’  ovxt  Qr/fiibv,  aXX’  oXr/c  rr/g  'EAAddcCj 
2 fyiyya  rrepueparovoavy 
AlruX df  boric  b rt  irerpag  Ka&r/pevog. 

■tborrep  7]  'KaXaia, 

— \  owpad’  r/ptiv  rrdvr'  avaprrdoag  <f>epeit 

K  OV  K  £x  pU’XE<y‘®  ai' 

A IruXiKbv  yap  apTraoai  ra  ruv  rreXag, 
vvvl  be  nai  ra  tt op/ta  — 
paXiora  pev  dr/  noXacov  avror  el  db  pi/, 
Oldirrovv  tiv'  evpe , 

rr/v  htyiyya  ravrrjv  banc  v  Ka^aKpr/pvWy 
h  onivov  noir/ct  ’ 
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and  subservience  towards  Demetrius,  are  yet  more  remarkable, 
as  betraving  a  loss  of  force,  a  senility,  and  a  consciousness  of 
defenceie»s  and  degraded  position,  such  as  we  are  astonished  to 
find  publicly  proclaimed  at  Athens.  It  is  not  only  against  the 
foreign  potentates  that  the  Athenians  avow  themselves  incapable 
of  self  defence,  but  even  against  the  incursions  of  the  iEtolians. 
—  Greeks  like  themselves,  though  warlike,  rude,  and  restless.1 
When  such  were  the  feelings  of  a  people,  once  the  most  daring, 
confident,  and  organizing  —  and  still  the  most  intelligent  —  in 
Greece,  we  may  see  that  the  history  of  the  Greeks  as  a  separate 
nation  or  race  is  reaching  its  close  —  and  that  from  henceforward 
they  must  become  merged  in  one  or  other  of  the  stronger  cur¬ 
rents  that  surround  them. 

After  his  past  successes,  Demetrius  passed  some  months  in 
enjoyment  and  luxury  at  Athens.  He  was  lodged  in  the  Par¬ 
thenon,  being  considered  as  the  guest  of  the  goddess  Athene. 
But  his  dissolute  habits  provoked  the  louder  comments,  from 
being  indulged  in  such  a  domicile ;  while  the  violences  which  he 
offered  to  beautiful  youths  of  good  family  led  to  various  scenes 
truly  tragical.  The  subservient  manifestations  of  the  Athenians 
towards  him,  however,  continued  unabated.  It  is  even  affirmed, 
that,  in  order  to  compensate  for  something  which  he  had  taken 
amiss,  they  passed  a  formal  decree,  on  the  proposition  of  Strato- 
kles,  declaring  that  every  thing  which  Demetrius  might  command 
was  holy  in  regard  to  the  gods,  and  just  in  regard  to  men.2 
The  banishment  of  Demochares  is  said  to  have  been  brought 
on  by  his  sarcastic  comments  upon  this  decree.3  In  the  month 


1  Compare  Pausanias,  vii.  7,  4.  2  Plutarch,  Demetr.  24. 

3  Such  is  the  statement  of  Plutarch  (Demetr.  24);  but  it  seems  not  in 
harmony  with  the  recital  of  the  honorary  decree,  passed  In  272  b.  c.,  after 
the  death  of  Demochares,  commemorating  his  merits  by  a  statue,  etc. 
(Plutarch,  Vit.  X.  Oratt.  p.  850).  It  is  there  recited  that  Demochares  ren¬ 
dered  services  to  Athens  (fortifying  and  arming  the  city,  concluding  peace 
und  alliance  with  the  Boeotians,  etc.)  tov  rerpaerovc  TroXe/uov,  avd’  uv 
iS-eneaev  vtto  ruv  KaralvaavTuv  tov  drjfiov.  01  KaraKvaavrtq  tov  drjpov 
cannot  mean  either  Demetrius  Poliorketes,  or  Stratokles.  Moreover,  we 
cannot  determine  when  the  “  four  years’  war,”  or  the  alliance  with  the 
Boeotians,  occurred.  Neither  the  discussion  of  Mr.  Clinton  (Fast.  H.  302 
B  c.,  and  Append,  p.  380),  nor  the  different  hypothesis  of  Droysen,  art 
TOL.  XII.  33 


386 


HISTORY  OF  GREECE. 


Munychion  (April)  Demetrius  mustered  his  forces  and  his 
Grecian  allies  for  a  march  into  Thessaly  against  Kassander ;  but 
before  his  departure,  he  was  anxious  to  be  initiated  in  the  Eleu- 
sinian  mysteries.  It  was  however  not  the  regular  time  for  this 
ceremony  ;  the  Lesser  Mysteries  being  celebrated  in  February, 
the  Greater  in  September.  The  Athenians  overruled  the  diffi¬ 
culty  by  passing  a  special  vote,  enabling  him  to  be  initiated  at 
once,  and  to  receive  in  immediate  succession,  the  preparatory 
and  the  final  initiation,  between  which  ceremonies  a  year  of  in¬ 
terval  was  habitually  required.  Accordingly,  he  placed  himself 
disarmed  in  the  hands  of  the  priests,  and  received  both  first  and 
second  initiation  in  the  month  of  April,  immediately  before  his 
departure  from  Athens.* 1 

Demetrius  conducted  into  Thessaly  an  army  of  56,000  men ; 
of  whom  25,000  were  Grecian  allies  —  so  extensive  was  his 
sway  at  this  moment  over  the  Grecian  cities.2  But  after  two  or 
three  months  of  hostilities,  partially  successful,  against  Kassan¬ 
der,  he  was  summoned  into  Asia  by  Antigonus  to  assist  in  meet- 

satisfactory  on  this  point  —  see  Carl  Muller’s  discussion  on  the  fragments 
of  Demochares,  Fragm.  Hist.  Gr.  v.  ii.  p.  446. 

1  Diodor.  xx.  110.  napadoi)e  ovv  atirdv  &vott?lov  toi(  iepevm ,  not  npd  rift 
OpLopevT] f  ypepag  pvrj'deic,  avefcvt-ev  tn  tuv  ' A-drjvuv. 

The  account  of  this  transaction  in  the  text  is  taken  from  Diodorus,  and 
is  a  simple  one ;  a  vote  was  passed  granting  special  license  to  Demetrius, 
to  receive  the  mysteries  at  once,  though  it  was  not  the  appointed  season. 

Plutarch  (Demetr.  26)  superadds  other  circumstances,  several  of  which 
have  the  appearance  of  jest  rather  than  reality.  Pythodorus  the  Daduch 
or  Torch-bearer  of  the  Mysteries  stood  alone  in  his  protest  against  any 
celebration  of  the  ceremony  out  of  time:  this  is  doubtless  very  credible. 
Then  (according  to  Plutarch)  the  Athenians  passed  decrees,  on  the  proposi¬ 
tion  of  Stratokles,  that  the  month  Munychion  should  be  called  Antheste- 
rion.  This  having  been  done,  the  Lesser  Mysteries  were  celebrated,  in 
which  Demetrius  was  initiated.  Next,  the  Athenians  passed  another  decree, 
iO  the  effect,  that  the  month  Munychion  should  be  called  Boedromion  — 
after  which,  the  Greater  Mysteries  (which  belonged  to  the  latter  month) 
were  forthwith  celebrated.  The  comic  writer  Philippides  said  of  Stratokles, 
that  he  had  compressed  the  whole  year  into  a  single  month. 

This  statement  of  Plutarch  has  very  much  the  air  of  a  caricature,  by 
Philippides  or  some  other  witty  man,  of  the  simple  decree  mentioned  by 
Diodorus  —  a  special  license  to  Demetrius  to  be  initiated  out  of  season. 
Compare  another  passage  of  Philippides  against  Stratokles  (Plutarch, 
Demetr.  12).  3  Diodor.  xx.  110 
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lug  tho  formidable  army  of  the  allies  —  Ptolemy,  Seleukus, 
Lysimachus,  and  Kassander.  Before  retiring  from  Greece, 
Demetrius  concluded  a  truce  with  Kassander,  whereby  it  was 
stipulated  that  the  Grecian  cities,  both  in  Europe  and  Asia, 
should  be  permanently  autonomous  and  free  from  garrison  or 
control.  This  stipulation  served  only  as  an  honorable  pretext 
for  leaving  Greece  ;  Demetrius  had  little  expectation  that  it 
would  be  observed.1  In  the  ensuing  spring  was  fought  the  de¬ 
cisive  battle  of  Ipsus  in  Phrygia  (b.  c.  300),  by  Antigonus  and 
Demetrius,  against  Ptolemy,  Seleukus,  and  Lysimachus ;  with  a 
large  army  and  many  elephants  on  both  sides.  Antigonus  was 
completely  defeated  and  slain,  at  the  age  of  more  than  eighty 
years.  His  Asiatic  dominion  was  broken  up,  chiefly  to  the 
profit  of  Seleukus,  whose  dynasty  became  from  henceforward 
ascendent,  from  the  coast  of  Syria  eastward  to  the  Caspian 
Gates  and  Parthia  ;  sometimes,  though  imperfectly,  farther  east¬ 
ward,  nearly  to  the  Indus.2 

The  effects  of  the  battle  of  Ipsus  were  speedily  felt  in  Greece. 
The  Athenians  passed  a  decree  proclaiming  themselves  neutral, 
and  excluding  both  the  belligerent  parties  from  Attica.  Deme¬ 
trius,  retiring  with  the  remnant  of  his  defeated  army,  and  em¬ 
barking  at  Ephesus  to  sail  to  Athens,  was  met  on  the  voyage  by 
Athenian  envoys,  who  respectfully  acquainted  him  that  he  would 
not  be  admitted.  At  the  same  time,  his  wife  Deidameia,  whom 


1  Diodor  xx.  111.  It  must  have  been  probably  during  this  campaign 
that  Demetrius  began  or  projected  the  foundation  of  the  important  city  of 
Demetrias  on  the  Gulf  of  Magnesia,  which  afterwards  became  one  of  the 
great  strongholds  of  the  Macedonian  ascendency  in  Greece  (Strabo,  ix.  p. 
436-443,  in  which  latter  passage,  the  reference  to  Hieronymus  of  Kardia 
seems  to  prove  that  that  historian  gave  a  full  description  of  Demetrias  and 
its  foundation).  See  about  Demetrias,  Mannert,  Georgr.  Griech.  v.  vii.  p. 
»91. 

2  Mr.  Fynes  Clinton  (Fast.  Hell  b.  c.  301)  places  the  battle  of  Ipsus  in 
August  301  b.  c. ,  which  appears  to  me  some  months  earlier  than  the 
reality.  It  is  clear  from  Diodorus,  (and  indeed  from  Mr.  Clinton’s  own 
admission)  that  winter-quarters  in  Asia  intervened  between  the  departure 
of  Demetrius  from  Athens  in  or  soon  after  April  301  b.  c.,  and  the  battle 
of  Ipsus.  Moreover  Demetrius,  immediately  after  leaving  Athens,  carried 
on  many  operations  against  Kassander  in  Thessaly,  before  crossing  over 
to  Asia  to  join  Antigonus  (Diodor  xx.  110,  111). 
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he  had  left  at  Athens,  was  sent  away  by  the  Athenians  under  an 
honorable  escort  to  Megara,  while  some  ships  of  war  which  he 
had  left  in  the  Peirgeus  were  also  restored  to  him.  Demetrius, 
indignant  at  this  unexpected  defection  of  a  city  which  had  re¬ 
cently  heaped  upon  him  such  fulsome  adulation,  was  still  farther 
mortified  by  the  loss  of  most  of  his  other  possessions  in  Greece.3 
His  garrisons  were  for  the  most  part  expelled,  and  the  cities 
passed  into  Kassandrian  keeping  or  dominion.  His  fortunes 
were  indeed  partially  restored  by  concluding  a  peace  with  Se- 
leukus,  who  married  his  daughter.  This  alliance  withdrew  De¬ 
metrius  to  Syria,  while  Greece  appears  to  have  fallen  more  and 
more  under  the  Kassandrian  parties.  It  was  one  of  these  parti¬ 
sans,  Lachares,  who,  seconded  by  Kassander’s  soldiers,  acquired 
a  despotism  at  Athens  such  as  had  been  possessed  by  the  Phale 
rean  Demetrius,  but  employed  in  a  manner  far  more  cruel  and 
oppressive.  Various  exiles  driven  out  by  his  tyranny  invited 
Demetrius  Poliorketes,  who  passed  over  again  from  Asia  into 
Greece,  recovered  portions  of  Peloponnesus,  and  laid  siege  to 
Athens.  He  blocked  up  the  city  by  sea  and  land,  so  that  the 
pressure  of  famine  presently  became  intolerable.  Lachares  hav¬ 
ing  made  his  escape,  the  people  opened  their  gates  to  Demetrius, 
not  without  great  fear  of  the  treatment  awaiting  them.  But  he 
behaved  with  forbearance,  and  even  with  generosity.  He  spared 
them  all,  supplied  them  with  a  large  donation  of  corn,  and  con¬ 
tented  himself  with  taking  military  occupation  of  the  city,  nam¬ 
ing  his  own  friends  as  magistrates.  He  put  garrisons,  however, 
not  only  into  Peiraeus  and  Munychia,  but  also  into  the  hill  called 
Museum,  a  part  of  the  walled  circle  of  Athens  itself1 2  (b.  c. 
298). 

While  Demetrius  was  thus  strengthening  himself  in  Greece, 
he  lost  all  his  footing  both  in  Cyprus,  Syria,  and  Kilikia,  which 


1  Plutarch,  Demetr.  31. 

s  Plutarch,  Demetr.  34,  35;  Pausan.  i.  25,  5.  Pausanias  states  (i.  26,  2) 
that  a  gallant  Athenian  named  Olympiodorus  (we  do  not  know  when) 
encouraged  his  fellow-citizens  to  attack  the  Museum,  Munychia,  and 
Peiraeus  ;  and  expelled  the  Macedonians  from  all  of  them.  If  this  be  cor¬ 
rect,  Munychia  and  Peiraeus  must  have  been  afterwards  reconquered  by  thd 

Macedonians:  for  they  were  garrisoned  (as  well  as  Salamis  and  Sunium) 
by  Antigonus  Gonatus  (Pausanias,  ii.  8,  5;  Plutarch,  Aratus,  34). 
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passed  into  the  hands  of  Ptolemy  and  Seleukus.  New  prospects 
however  were  opened  to  him  in  Macedonia  by  the  death  of  Kas- 
sander  (his  brother-in-law,  brother  of  his  wife  Phila)  and  the 
family  feuds  supervening  thereupon.  Philippus,  eldest  son  of 
Kassander,  succeeded  his  father,  but  died  of  sickness  after  some¬ 
thing  more  than  a  year.  Between  the  two  remaining  sons,  An¬ 
tipater  and  Alexander,  a  sanguinary  hostility  broke  out.  Anti- 
pater  slew  his  mother  Thessalonike,  and  threatened  the  life  of 
his  brother,  who  in  his  turn  invited  aid  both  from  Demetrius, 
and  from  the  Epirotic  king  Pyrrhus.  Pyrrhus  being  ready  first, 
marched  into  Macedonia,  and  expelled  Antipater ;  receiving  as 
his  recompense  the  territory  called  Tymphaea  (between  Epirus 
and  Macedonia),  together  with  Akarnania,  Amphilochia,  and  the 
town  of  Ambrakia,  which  became  henceforward  his  chief  city 
and  residence.1  Antipater  sought  shelter  in  Thrace  with  his 
father-in-law  Lysimachus ;  by  whose  order,  however,  he  was 
presently  slain.  Demetrius,  occupied  with  other  matters,  was 
more  tardy  in  obeying  the  summons  ;  but,  on  entering  into  Mace¬ 
donia,  he  found  himself  strong  enough  to  dispossess  and  kill  Al¬ 
exander  (who  had  indeed  invited  him,  but  is  said  to  have  laid  t 
train  for  assassinating  him),  and  seized  the  Macedonian  crown 
not  without  the  assent  of  a  considerable  party,  to  whom  the 
name  and  the  deeds  of  Kassander  and  his  sons  were  alike  odi¬ 
ous.2 

Demetrius  became  thus  master  of  Macedonia,  together  with 
the  greater  part  of  Greece,  including  Athens,  Megara,  and  much 
of  Peloponnesus.  He  undertook  an  expedition  into  Boeotia,  for 
the  purpose  of  conquering  Thebes ;  in  which  attempt  he  suc¬ 
ceeded,  not  without  a  double  siege  of  that  city,  which  made  an 
obstinate  resistance.  He  left  as  viceroy  in  Boeotia  the  historian, 
Hieronymus  of  Kardia,3  once  the  attached  friend  and  fellow-citi¬ 
zen  of  Eumenes.  But  Greece  as  a  whole  was  managed  by  An- 
tigonus  (afterwards  called  Antigonus  Gonatus)  son  of  Deme¬ 
trius,  who  maintained  his  supremacy  unshaken  during  all  his 
father’s  lifetime ;  even  though  Demetrius  was  deprived  of  Mace* * 


1  Plutarch,  Pyrrhus,  6 

•  Plutarch,  Demetr.  36  ,  Dexippus  ap.  Syncell  p.  264  sen  ;  Paus*» 
S  ,  Justin,  xvi.  1,2.  3  Plutarch,  Demetr. 
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donia  by  the  temporary  combination  of  Lysimachus  with  Pyr 
rhus,  and  afterwards  remained  (until  his  death  in  283  b.  c.)  a 
captive  in  the  hands  of  Seleukus.  After  a  brief  possession  of 
the  crown  of  Macedonia  successively  by  Seleukus,  Ptolemy, 
Keraunus,  Meleager,  Antipater,  and  Sosthenes  —  Antigonus 
Gonatas  regained  it  in  277  b.  c.  His  descendants  the  Antigo- 
nid  kings  maintained  it  until  the  battle  of  Pydna  in  168  B.  c. ; 
when  Perseus,  the  last  of  them,  was  overthrown,  and  his  king¬ 
dom  incorporated  with  the  Roman  conquests.1 

Of  Greece  during  this  period  we  can  give  no  account,  except 
that  the  greater  number  of  its  cities  were  in  dependence  upon 
Demetrius  and  his  son  Antigonus ;  either  under  occupation  by 
Macedonian  garrisons,  or  ruled  by  local  despots  who  leaned  on 
foreign  mercenaries  and  Macedonian  support.  The  spirit  of  the 
Greeks  was  broken,  and  their  habits  of  combined  sentiment  and 
action  had  disappeared.  The  invasion  of  the  Gauls  indeed 
awakened  them  into  a  temporary  union  for  the  defence  of  Ther¬ 
mopylae  in  279  b.  c.  So  intolerable  was  the  cruelty  and  spolia¬ 
tion  of  those  barbarian  invaders,  that  the  cities  as  well  as  Anti¬ 
gonus  were  driven  by  fear  to  the  efforts  necessary  for  repelling 
them.2  A  gallant  army  of  Hellenic  confederates  was  mustered. 
In  the  mountains  of  ACtolia  and  in  the  neighborhood  of  Delphi, 
most  of  the  Gallic  horde  with  their  king  Brennus  perished. 
But  this  burst  of  spirit  did  not  interrupt  the  continuance  of  the 
Macedonian  dominion  in  Greece,  which  Antigonus  Gonatus  con¬ 
tinued  to  hold  throughout  most  of  a  long  reign.  He  greatly  ex¬ 
tended  the  system  begun  by  his  predecessors,  of  isolating  each 
Grecian  city  from  alliances  with  other  cities  in  its  neighborhood 
—  planting  in  most  of  them  local  despots  —  and  compressing  the 
most  important  by  means  of  garrisons.3  Among  all  Greeks,  the 


'  See  Mr  Clinton’s  Fasti  Hellenici,  Append.  4.  p.  236-239. 

*  Pausanias,  l.  4,  1  i  x.  20,  l.  Toif  6e  ye *  *E TCk-qot  Karen enruKei  fiev 

an av  ru.  typoviyiara,  to  de  loxvpdv  rov  deiparoq  npor/yev  kq  dvdyntjv  ry  'EA* 
?iadt  ufivvetv’  eupcjv  de  rov  re  kv  rtp  napovn  ayuva,  oi)K  vn'ep  piaf 

; yevrioopevov ,  knl  rov  Mr/dov  n ore . uq  ovv  unoXuXevai  deov  f/ 

Kpareorepovq  elvai,  kot'  dvdpa  re  Idia  Kal  ai  noTieiq  dieKeivro  kv  Koivip.  (On 
the  approach  of  the  invading  Gauls.) 

*  Polyb.  ii  40,  41 .  nXeiarovq  yap  dr}  fiovupxovq  ovroq  (Antigonus  Gont- 
tas)  efityvrei'oai  doKei  roiq  ‘EXAijoiv  Justin,  xxvi.  I. 

Vul  12  1" 
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Spartans  and  the  iEtolians  stood  most  free  from  foreign  occupa¬ 
tion,  and  were  the  least  crippled  in  their  power  of  self-action. 
The  Achaean  league  too  developed  itself  afterwards  as  a  reno¬ 
vated  sprout  from  the  ruined  tree  of  Grecian  liberty,!  though 
never  attaining  to  anything  better  than  a  feeble  and  puny  life, 
nor  capable  of  sustaining  itself  without  foreign  aid.1 2 * * * * * 

With  this  after-growth,  or  half-revival,  I  shall  not  meddle.  It 
forms  the  Greece  of  Polybius,  which  that  author  treats,  in  my 
opinion  justly,  as  having  no  history  of  its  own,8  but  as  an  appen¬ 
dage  attached  to  some  foreign  centre  and  principal  among  its 
neighbors  —  Macedonia,  Egypt,  Syria,  Rome.  Each  of  these 
neighbors  acted  upon  the  destinies  of  Greece  more  powerfully 
than  the  Greeks  themselves.  The  Greeks  to  whom  these  vol¬ 
umes  have  been  devoted  —  those  of  Homer,  Archilochus,  Solon, 
iEschylus,  Herodotus,  Thucydides,  Xenophon,  and  Demosthenes 
—  present  as  their  most  marked  characteristic  a  loose  aggrega¬ 
tion  of  autonomous  tribes  or  communities,  acting  and  reacting 
freely  among  themselves,  with  little  or  no  pressure  from  foreign 
ers.  The  main  interest  of  the  narrative  has  consisted  in  the 
spontaneous  grouping  of  the  different  Hellenic  fractions  —  in  the 
self-prompted  cooperations  and  conflicts  —  the  abortive  attempts 
to  bring  about  something  like  an  effective  federal  organization, 
or  to  maintain  two  permanent  rival  confederacies  —  the  ener¬ 
getic  ambition,  and  heroic  endurance,  of  men  to  whom  Hellas 
was  the  entire  political  world.  The  freedom  of  Hellas,  the  life 
and  soul  of  this  history  from  its  commencement,  disappeared 
completely  during  the  first  years  of  Alexander’s  reign.  After 
following  to  their  tombs  the  generation  of  Greeks  contemporary 
with  him,  men  like  Demosthenes  and  Phokion,  born  in  a  state 
of  freedom  —  I  have  pursued  the  history  into  that  gulf  of  Gre¬ 
cian  nullity  which  marks  the  succeeding  century  ;  exhibiting  sad 
evidence  of  the  degrading  servility,  and  suppliant  king-worship, 

1  Pausanias,  vii.  17,  1.  "Are  £k  fievdpov  XeX uflrjf/evov,  dvEfiXaorrjoev  Ik 

r i)<;  'EXX ddog  rd  ’A xaiKov. 

*  Plutarch,  Aratus,  47.  edtatferref  yhp  dXXoTpiaig  ovfradai  xepolv,  ml 

roig  M aKedovuv  5tt Xolq  avroitg  bireoTaXKOTeg  (the  Achaeans),  etc.  Compare 

also  c.  12,  13,  15,  in  reference  to  the  earlier  applications  to  Ptolemy  king  of 

Egypt. 

*  Polybi  us,  i.  3,  4  ;  ii.  37 
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into  which  the  countrymen  of  Aristeides  and  Perikles  had  been 
driven,  by  their  own  conscious  weakness  under  overwhelming 
pressure  from  without. 

I  cannot  better  complete  that  picture  than  by  showing  what 
the  leading  democratical  citizen  became,  under  the  altered  at¬ 
mosphere  which  now  bedimmed  his  city.  Demochares,  the 
nephew  of  Demosthenes,  has  been  mentioned  as  one  of  the  few 
distinguished  Athenians  in  this  last  generation.  He  was  more 
than  once  chosen  to  the  highest  public  offices ; 1  he  was  conspicu¬ 
ous  for  his  free  speech,  both  as  an  orator  and  as  an  historian,  in 
the  face  of  powerful  enemies ;  he  remained  throughout  a  long 
life  faithfully  attached  to  the  democratical  constitution,  and  was 
banished  for  a  time  by  its  opponents.  In  the  year  280  b.  c.,  he 
prevailed  on  the  Athenians  to  erect  a  public  monument,  with  a 
commemorative  inscription,  to  his  uncle  Demosthenes.  Seven 
or  eight  years  afterwards,  Demochares  himself  died,  aged  nearly 
eighty.  His  son  Laches  proposed  and  obtained  a  public  decree, 
that  a  statue  should  be  erected,  with  an  annexed  inscription,  to 
his  honor.  We  read  in  the  decree  a  recital  of  the  distinguished 
public  services,  whereby  Demochares  merited  this  compliment 
from  his  countrymen.  All  that  the  proposer  of  the  decree,  his 
son  and  fellow-citizen,  can  find  to  recite,  as  ennobling  the  last 
half  of  the  father’s  public  life  (since  his  return  from  exile),  is  as 
follows:  —  1.  He  contracted  the  public  expenses,  and  introduced 
a  more  frugal  management.  2.  He  undertook  an  embassy  to 
King  Lysimachus,  from  whom  he  obtained  two  presents  for  the 
people,  one  of  thirty  talents,  the  other  of  one  hundred  talents. 
3.  He  proposed  the  vote  for  sending  envoys  to  King  Ptolemy  in 
Egypt,  from  whom  fifty  talents  were  obtained  for  the  people.  4. 
He  went  as  envoy  to  Antipater,  received  from  him  twenty  tal¬ 
ents,  and  delivered  them  to  the  people  at  the  Eleusinian  festi¬ 
val.2 


J  Polybius,  xii.  13. 

s  See  the  decree  in  Plutarch,  Yit.  X.  Oratt.  p.  850.  The  Antipater  here 
mentioned  is  the  son  of  Kassander,  not  the  father.  There  is  no  necessity 
for  admitting  the  conjecture  of  Mr.  Clinton  (Fast.  Hell  App.  p.  380)  that 
the  name  ought  to  he  Antigonus.  and  not  Antipater ;  although  it  may  per¬ 
haps  be  true  that  Demochares  was  on  favorable  terms  with  Antigonus 
Gonatas  (Diog.  Laert  vii.  14  h 
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When  such  begging  missions  are  the  deeds,  for  which  Athena 
both  employed  and  recompensed  her  most  eminent  citizens,  an 
historian  accustomed  to  the  Grecian  world  as  described  by  Hero¬ 
dotus,  Thucydides,  and  Xenophon,  feels  that  the  life  has  depart¬ 
ed  from  his  subject,  and  with  sadness  and  humiliation  brings  his 
narrative  to  a  close. 


CHAPTER  XCVII. 

SICILIAN  AND  ITALIAN  GREEKS,— AGATHOKLES. 

It  has  been  convenient,  throughout  all  this  work,  to  keep  the 
history  of  the  Italian  and  Sicilian  Greeks  distinct  from  that  of 
the  Central  and  Asiatic.  We  parted  last  from  the  Sicilian 
Greeks,1  at  the  death  of  their  champion  the  Corinthian  Timo- 
leon  (337  b.  c),  by  whose  energetic  exploits,  and  generous  po¬ 
litical  policy,  they  had  been  almost  regenerated  —  rescued  from 
foreign  enemies,  protected  against  intestine  discord,  and  invigor¬ 
ated  by  a  large  reinforcement  of  new  colonists.  For  the  twenty 
years  next  succeeding  the  death  of  Timoleon,  the  history  of  Syr¬ 
acuse  and  Sicily  is  an  absolute  blank ;  which  is  deeply  to  be  re¬ 
gretted,  since  the  position  of  these  cities  included  so  much  novel¬ 
ty  —  so  many  subjects  for  debate,  for  peremptory  settlement,  or 
for  amicable  compromise  —  that  the  annals  of  their  proceedings 
must  have  been  peculiarly  interesting.  Twenty  years  after  the 
death  of  Timoleon,  we  find  the  government  of  Syracuse  described 
as  an  oligarchy ;  implying  that  the  constitution  established  by 
Timoleon  must  have  been  changed  either  by  violence  or  by  con¬ 
sent  The  oligarchy  is  stated  as  consisting  of  600  chief  men. 


Compare  Carl  Miiller  ad  Democharis  Fragra.  apud  Fragm.  Hist.  Graec 
coL  ii.  p.  446,  ed.  Didot. 

*  See  my  last  preceding  Vol.  XI.  Ch.  lxxxv  p  '  5. 
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among  whom  Sosistratus  and  Herakleides  appear  as  leaders.1 * * * * * 
We  hear  generally  that  the  Syracusans  had  been  engaged  in 
wars,  and  that  Sosistratus  either  first  originated,  or  first  firmly 
established,  his  oligarchy,  after  an  expedition  undertaken  to  the 
coast  of  Italy,  to  assist  the  citizens  of  Kroton  against  their  inte¬ 
rior  neighbors  and  assailants  the  Bruttians. 

Not  merely  Kroton,  but  other  Grecian  cities  also  on  the  coast 
of  Italy,  appear  to  have  been  exposed  to  causes  of  danger  and 
decline,  similar  to  those  which  were  operating  upon  so  many 
other  portions  of  the  Hellenic  world.  Their  non-Hellenic  neigh¬ 
bors  in  the  interior  were  growing  too  powerful  and  too  aggres¬ 
sive  to  leave  them  in  peace  or  security.  The  Messapians,  the 
Lucanians,  the  Bruttians,  and  other  native  Italian  tribes,  were 
acquiring  that  increased  strength  which  became  ultimately  all 
concentrated  under  the  mighty  republic  of  Rome.  I  have  in  my 
preceding  volume  recounted  the  acts  of  the  two  Syracusan  des¬ 
pots,  the  elder  and  younger  Dionysius,  on  this  Italian  coast.* 
Though  the  elder  gained  some  advantage  over  the  Lucanians, 
yet  the  interference  of  both  contributed  only  to  enfeeble  and  hu¬ 
miliate  the  Italiot  Greeks.  Not  long  before  the  battle  of  Chse- 
roneia  (340-338  b.  c.),  the  Tarentines  found  themselves  so  hard 
pressed  by  the  Messapians,  that  they  sent  to  Sparta,  their  mother- 
city,  to  ertreat  assistance.  The  Spartan  king  Archidamus  son  of 
Agesilaus,  perhaps  ashamed  of  the  nullity  of  his  country  since 
the  close  of  the  Sacred  War,  complied  with  their  prayer,  and 
sailed  at  the  head  of  a  mercenary  force  to  Italy.  How  long  his 
operations  there  lasted,  we  do  not  know ;  but  they  ended  by  his 
being  defeated  and  killed,  near  the  time  of  the  battle  of  Chse- 
roneia8  (338  b.  c.). 

About  six  years  after  this  event,  the  Tarentines,  being  still 
pressed  by  the  same  formidable  neighbors,  invoked  the  aid  of  the 
Epirotic  Alexander,  king  of  the  Molossians,  and  brother  of 


1  Diodor.  xix.  3.  It  appears  that  Diodorus  had  recounted  in  his  eigh¬ 

teenth  Book  the  previous  circumstances  of  these  two  leaders  ;  but  this  part 

of  his  narrative  is  lost:  see  Wesseling’s  note. 

s  See  Vol.  XI.  Ch.  lxxxiii.  p.  22;  Ch.  Ixxxv.  p.  133. 

J  Diodor.  xvi.  88;  Plutarch,  Camill.  19;  Pausan.  iii.  10,  5.  Plutarch 

even  says  that  the  two  battles  occurred  on  the  same  day. 
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Olympias.  These  E  pi  rots  now,  during  the  general  deeline  of 
Grecian  force,  rise  into  an  importance  which  they  had  never  be¬ 
fore  enjoyed1.  Philip  of  Macedon,  having  married  Olympias, 
not  only  secured  his  brother-in-law  on  the  Molossian  throne,  but 
strengthened  his  authority  over  subjects  not  habitually  obedient. 
It  was  through  Macedonian  interference  that  the  Molossian  Al¬ 
exander  first  obtained  (though  subject  to  Macedonian  ascen¬ 
dency)  the  important  city  of  Ambrakia ;  which  thus  passed  out 
of  a  free  Hellenic  community  into  the  capital  and  seaport  of  the 
Epirotic  kings.  Alexander  farther  cemented  his  union  with 
Macedonia  by  marrying  his  own  niece  Kleopatra,  daughter  of 
Philip  and  Olympias.  In  fact,  during  the  lives  of  Philip  and 
Alexander  the  Great,  the  Epirotic  kingdom  appears  a  sort  of 
adjunct  to  the  Macedonian  ;  governed  by  Olympias  either  jointly 
with  her  brother  the  Molossian  Alexander  —  or  as  regent  after 
his  death.2 


*  The  Molossian  King  Neoptolemus  was  father  both  of  Alexander  (the 
Epirotic)  and  of  Olympias.  But  as  to  the  genealogy  of  the  preceding  kings, 
nothing  certain  can  be  made  out :  see  Merleker,  Darstellung  des  Landes 
and  der  Bewohner  von  Epeiros,  Konigsberg,  1844,  p.  2-6. 

7  A  curious  proof  how  fully  Olympias  was  queen  of  Epirus  is  preserved 
in  the  fragments  (recently  published  by  Mr.  Babington)  of  the  oration  of 
Hyperides  in  defence  of  Euxenippus,  p.  12.  The  Athenians,  in  obedience 
to  an  oracular  mandate  from  the  Dodonaean  Zeus,  had  sent  to  Dodona  a 
solemn  embassy  for  sacrifice,  and  had  dressed  and  adorned  the  statue  of 
Dione  there  situated.  Olympias  addressed  a  despatch  to  the  Athenians, 
reproving  them  for  this  as  a  trespass  upon  her  dominions  —  vntp  tovtuv 
iplv  to.  tyKkrjpara  rfk  de  nap’  'OT^vpn  iadoQ  tv  rale;  tmarolal f,  w?  r/  p  a. 
el  if  T)  M  o7lO  o  a  ia  ai  r  f]  f ,  tv  $  rd  lepov  eoTtv  ovuovv  npoar/icev  rjpiv 
tcjv  tnei  ovdi  tv  tuvtiv.  Olympias  took  a  high  and  insolent  tone  in  this 
letter  (raf  rpayipdiag  avri/q  nal  naTijyopiag,  etc.) 

The  date  of  this  oration  is  at  some  period  during  the  life  of  Alexander 
the  Great  —  but  cannot  be  more  precisely  ascertained.  After  the  death  of 
Alexander,  Olympias  passed  much  time  in  Epirus,  where  she  thought  her¬ 
self  more  secure  from  the  enmity  of  Antipater  (Diodor,  xviii.  49). 

Dodona  had  been  one  of  the  most  ancient  places  of  pilgrimage  for  the 
Hellenic  race  —  especially  for  the  Athenians.  The  order  here  addressed  to 
them,  —  that  they  should  abstain  from  religious  manifestations  at  this  sanc¬ 
tuary— is  a  remarkable  proof  of  the  growing  encroachments  on  free  Hel¬ 
lenism  ;  the  more  so,  as  Olympias  sent  offerings  to  temples  at  Athens  when 
she  chose  and  without  asking  permission  —  we  learn  this  from  the  same 
fragment  of  Hyperides. 
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It  was  about  the  yeay  after  the  battle  of  Issus  that  the  Molos 
sian  Alexander  undertook  his  expedition  into  Italy ; 1  doubtless 
instigated  in  part  by  emulation  of  the  Asiatic  glories  of  his 
nephew  and  namesake.  Though  he  found  enemies  more  formid¬ 
able  than  the  Persians  at  Issus,  yet  his  success  was  at  first  con¬ 
siderable.  lie  gained  victories  over  the  Messapians,  the  Luca- 
nians,  and  the  Samnites ;  he  conquered  the  Lucanian  town  of 
Consentia,  and  the  Bruttian  town  of  Tereina ;  he  established  an 
alliance  with  the  Poediculi,  and  exchanged  friendly  messages 
with  the  Romans.  As  far  as  we  can  make  out  from  scanty  data, 
he  seems  to  have  calculated  on  establishing  a  comprehensive  do¬ 
minion  in  the  south  of  Italy,  over  all  its  population  —  over 
Greek  cities,  Lucanians,  and  Bruttians.  He  demanded  and  ob¬ 
tained  three  hundred  of  the  chief  Lucanian  and  Messapian  fami¬ 
lies,  whom  he  sent  over  as  hostages  to  Epirus.  Several  exiles 
of  these  nations  joined  him  as  partisans.  He  farther  endeavored 
to  transfer  the  congress  of  the  Greco-Italian  cities,  which  had 
been  usually  held  at  the  Tarentine  colony  of  Herakleia,  to 
Thurii ;  intending  probably  to  procure  for  himself  a  compliant 
synod  like  that  serving  the  purpose  of  his  Macedonian  nephew 
at  Corinth.  But  the  tide  of  his  fortune  at  length  turned.  The 
Tarentines  became  disgusted  and  alarmed  ;  his  Lucanian  parti¬ 
sans  proved  faithless ;  the  stormy  weather  in  the  Calabrian 
Apennines  broke  up  the  communication  between  his  different 
detachments,  and  exposed  them  to  be  cut  off  in  detail.  He  him¬ 
self  perished,  by  the  hands  of  a  Lucanian  exile,  in  crossing  the 
river  Acheron,  and  near  the  town  of  Pandosia.  This  was  held 
to  be  a  memorable  attestation  of  the  prophetic  veracity  of  the 
oracle ;  since  he  had  received  advice  from  Dodona  to  beware  of 
Pandosia  and  Acheron ;  two  names  which  he  well  knew,  and 
therefore  avoided,  in  Epirus  —  but  which  he  had  not  before 
known  to  exist  in  Italy.2 

The  Greco-Italian  cities  had  thus  dwindled  down  into  a  prize 
to  be  contended  for  between  the  Epirotic  kings  and  the  native 


1  Livy  (viii.  3-24)  places  the  date  of  this  expedition  of  the  Molossian 
Alexander  eight  years  earlier ;  but  it  is  universally  recognized  that  this  it 
a  mistake. 

8  Livy,  viii.  17-24'  Justin,  xii.  2;  Strabo  n.  p.  2W 
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Italian  powers  —  as  they  again  became,  still  more  conspicuously, 
fifty  years  afterwards,  during  the  war  between  Pyrrhus  and  the 
Romans.  They  were  now  left  to  seek  foreign  aid,  where  they 
could  obtain  it,  and  to  become  the  prey  of  adventurers.  It  is 
in  this  capacity  that  we  hear  of  them  as  receiving  assistance 
from  Syracuse,  and  that  the  formidable  name  of  Agathokles  first 
comes  before  us  —  seemingly  about  320  b.  c.1  The  Syracusan 
force,  sent  to  Italy  to  assist  the  Krotoniates  against  their  ene¬ 
mies  the  Bruttians,  was  commanded  by  a  general  named  Antan- 
der,  whose  brother  Agathokles  served  with  him  in  a  subordinate 
command. 

To  pass  over  the  birth  and  childhood  of  Agathokles  —  respect¬ 
ing  which,  romantic  anecdotes  are  told,  as  about  most  eminent 
men,  —  it  appears  that  his  father,  a  Rhegine  exile  named  Kar- 
kinus,  came  from  Therma  (in  the  Carthaginian  portion  of  Sicily) 
to  settle  at  Syracuse,  at  the  time  when  Timoleon  invited  and 
received  new  Grecian  settlers  to  the  citizenship  of  the  latter  city. 
Karkinus  was  in  comparative  poverty  following  the  trade  of  a 
potter ;  which  his  son  Agathokles  learnt  also,  being  about  eigh¬ 
teen  years  of  age  when  domiciliated  with  his  father  at  Syracuse.2 
Though  starting  from  this  humble  beginning,  and  even  notorious 
for  the  profligacy  and  rapacity  of  his  youthful  habits,  Agathokles 
soon  attained  a  conspicuous  position,  partly  from  his  own  supe¬ 
rior  personal  qualities,  partly  from  the  favor  of  a  wealthy 
Syracusan  named  Damas.  The  young  potter  was  handsome, 
tall,  and  of  gigantic  strength ;  he  performed  with  distinction 
the  military  service  required  from  him  as  a  citizen,  wearing 
a  panoply  so  heavy,  that  no  other  soldier  could  fight  with  it ; 
he  was  moreover  ready,  audacious,  and  emphatic  in  public  ha¬ 
rangue.  Damas  became  much  attached  to  him,  and  not  only 
supplied  him  profusely  with  money,  but  also,  when  placed  in 
command  of  a  Syracusan  army  against  the  Agrigentines,  nom¬ 
inated  him  one  of  the  subordinate  officers.  In  this  capacity 
Agathokles  acquired  great  reputation,  for  courage  in  battle, 
ability  in  command,  and  fluency  of  speech.  Presently  Damas 
died  of  sickness,  leaving  a  widow  without  children.  Aga.hokles 


1  Diodor.  xix.  3. 

5  Timasus  apud  Polybium,  xii.  15  ;  Diodor.  xix.  2. 
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iuarried  the  widow,  fyid  thus  raised  himself  to  a  high  fortune  and 
position  in  Syracuse.1 

Of  the  oligarchy  which  now  prevailed  at  Syracuse,  we  have  no 
particulars,  nor  do  we  know  how  it  had  come  to  be  substituted 
for  the  more  popular  forms  established  by  Timoleon.  We  hear 
only  generally  that  the  oligarchical  leaders,  Sosistratus  and  He- 
rakleides,  were  unprincipled  and  sanguinary  men.2 3  By  this  gov¬ 
ernment  an  expedition  was  despatched  from  Syracuse  to  the  Ital¬ 
ian  coast,  to  assist  the  inhabitants  of  Kroton  against  their  aggres¬ 
sive  neighbors  the  Bruttians.  Antander,  brother  of  Agathokles, 
was  one  of  the  generals  commanding  this  armament,  and  Agatho¬ 
kles  himself  served  in  it  as  a  subordinate  officer.  We  neither 

9 

know  the  date,  the  duration,  nor  the  issue,  of  this  expedition, 

But  it  afforded  a  fresh  opportunity  to  Agathokles  to  display 
his  adventurous  bravery  and  military  genius,  which  procured  for 
him  high  encomium.  He  was  supposed  by  some,  on  his  return 
to  Syracuse,  to  be  entitled  to  the  first  prize  for  valor ;  but  So¬ 
sistratus  and  the  other  oligarchical  leaders  withheld  it  from  him 
and  preferred  another.  So  deeply  was  Agathokles  incensed  by 
this  refusal,  that  he  publicly  inveighed  against  them  among  the 
people,  as  men  aspiring  to  despotism.  His  opposition  being  un¬ 
successful,  and  drawing  upon  him  the  enmity  of  the  government, 
he  retired  to  the  coast  of  Italy. 

Here  he  levied  a  military  band  of  Grecian  exiles  and  Campa¬ 
nian  mercenaries,  which  he  maintained  by  various  enterprises  for 
or  against  the  Grecian  cities.  He  attacked  Kroton,  but  was  re¬ 
pulsed  with  loss ;  he  took  service  with  the  Tarentines,  fought 
for  some  time  against  their  enemies,  but  at  length  became  sus¬ 
pected  and  dismissed ;  he  then  joined  himself  with  the  inhabi¬ 
tants  of  Rhegium,  assisting  in  the  defence  of  the  town  against  a 
Syracusan  aggression.  He  even  made  two  attempts  to  obtain 
admission  by  force  into  Syracuse,  and  to  seize  the  government.® 


1  Diodoi.  xix.  3;  Justin,  xxii.  1.  Justin  states  the  earliest  military  ex  • 
ploits  of  Agathokles  to  have  been  against  the  iEtuseans,  not  against  the 
Agrigentines. 

8  Diodor.  xix.  3,  4.  Diodorus  had  written  more  about  this  oligarchy  in  a 
part  of  his  eighteenth  book ;  which  part  is  not  preserved :  see  We9seling’s  note, 

3  Diodor.  xix.  4 ;  Justin,  xxii.  1.  “  Bis  occupare  imperium  Syracuearum 
roluit ,  bis  in  exilium  actu9  est.” 
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Though  repulsed  in  both  of  them,  he  nevertheless  contrived  to 
maintain  a  footing  in  Sicily,  was  appointed  general  at  the  town 
of  Morgantium,  and  captured  Leontini,  within  a  short  distance 
north  of  Syracuse.  Some  time  afterwards,  a  revolution  took 
place  at  Syracuse,  whereby  Sosistratus  and  the  oligarchy  were 
dispossessed  and  exiled  with  many  of  their  partisans. 

Under  the  new  government,  Agathokles  obtained  his  recall,  and 
soon  gained  increased  ascendency.  The  dispossessed  exiles  con¬ 
trived  to  raise  forces,  and  to  carry  on  a  formidable  war  against 
Syracuse  from  without ;  they  even  obtained  assistance  from  the 
Carthaginians,  so  as  to  establish  themselves  at  Gela,  on  the  south¬ 
ern  confines  of  the  Syracusan  territory.  In  the  military  opera¬ 
tions  thus  rendered  necessary,  Agathokles  took  a  forward  part, 
distinguishing  himself  among  the  ablest  and  most  enterprising 
officers.  He  tried,  with  1000  soldiers,  to  surprise  Gela  by  night; 
but  finding  the  enemy  on  their  guard,  he  was  repulsed  with  loss 
and  severely  wounded  ;  yet  by  an  able  manoeuvre  he  brought  off 
all  his  remaining  detachment.  Though  thus  energetic  against 
the  public  enemy,  however,  he  at  the  same  time  inspired  both 
hatred  and  alarm  for  his  dangerous  designs,  to  the  Syracusans 
within.  The  Corinthian  Akestorides,  who  had  been  named  gen¬ 
eral  of  the  city  —  probably  from  recollection  of  the  distinguished 
services  formerly  rendered  by  the  Corinthian  Timoleon  —  be¬ 
coming  persuaded  that  the  presence  of  Agathokles  was  full  of 
peril  to  the  city,  ordered  him  to  depart,  and  provided  men  to  as¬ 
sassinate  him  on  the  road  during  the  night.  But  Agathokles, 
suspecting  their  design,  disguised  himself  in  the  garb  of  a  beggar, 
appointing  another  man  to  travel  in  the  manner  which  would  be 
naturally  expected  from  himself.  This  substitute  was  slain  in 
the  dark  by  the  assassins,  while  Agathokles  escaped  by  favor  of 
his  disguise.  He  and  his  partisans  appear  to  have  found  shelter 
with  the  Carthaginians  in  Sicily.* 1 


In  the  same  manner,  the  Syracusan  exile  Hermokrates  had  attempted  to 
extort  by  force  his  return,  at  the  head  of  3000  men,  and  by  means  of  parti¬ 
sans  within  ;  he  failed  and  was  slain  —  b.  c.  408  (Diodor.  xiii.  75). 

1  Diodor.  xix.  5,  6.  A  similar  stratagem  is  recounted  of  the  Ivarian  Data- 
mes  (Cornelius  Nepos,  Datames,  9). 

That  Agathokles,  on  leaving  Syracuse,  went  to  the  Carthaginians,  ap- 
pmrs  to  be  implied  in  the  words  of  Diodorus,  c.  6  —  tov<;  avrc)  it porepo* 
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Not  long  afterwards,  another  change  took  place  in  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Syracuse,  whereby  the  oligarchical  exiles  were  recalled, 
and  peace  made  with  the  Carthaginians.  It  appears  that  a  sen¬ 
ate  of  600  was  again  installed  as  the  chief  political  body  ;  proba¬ 
bly  not  the  same  men  as  before,  and  with  some  democratical 
modifications.  At  the  same  time,  negotiations  were  opened, 
through  the  mediation  of  the  Carthaginian  commander  Hamil- 
kar,  between  the  Syracusans  and  Agathokles.  The  mischiefs 
of  intestine  conflict,  amidst  the  numerous  discordant  parties  in 
the  city,  pressed  hard  upon  every  one,  and  hopes  were  enter¬ 
tained  that  all  might  be  brought  to  agree  in  terminating  them. 
Agathokles  affected  to  enter  cordially  into  these  projects  of 
amnesty  and  reconciliation.  The  Carthaginian  general  Hamil- 
kar,  who  had  so  recently  aided  Sosistratus  and  the  Syracusan 
oligarchy,  now  did  his  best  to  promote  the  recall  of  Agathokles, 
and  even  made  himself  responsible  for  the  good  and  pacific 
behavior  of  that  exile.  Agathokles,  and  the  other  exiles  along 
with  him  were  accordingly  restored.  A  public  assembly  was 
convened  in  the  temple  of  Demeter,  in  the  presence  of  Hamil- 
kar ;  where  Agathokles  swore  by  the  most  awful  oaths,  with  his 
hands  touching  the  altar  and  statue  of  the  goddess,  that  he  would 
behave  as  a  good  citizen  of  Syracuse,  uphold  faithfully  the  exist¬ 
ing  government,  and  carry  out  the  engagements  of  the  Cartha¬ 
ginian  mediators  —  abstaining  from  encroachments  on  the  rights 
and  possessions  of  Carthage  in  Sicily.  His  oaths  and  promises 
were  delivered  with  so  much  apparent  sincerity,  accompanied  by 
emphatic  harangues,  that  the  people  were  persuaded  to  name 
him  general  and  guardian  of  the  peace,  for  the  purpose  of  realiz¬ 
ing  the  general  aspirations  towards  harmony.  Such  appointment 
was  recommended  (it  seems)  by  Hamilkar.* 1 


ovpnopev&ivTas  tt  pdf  K  apxv^oviov^  (see  Wesseling’s  note  on  the  transla 
tion  of  irpdz).  This  fact  is  noticed  merely  incidentally,  in  the  confused 
narrative  of  Diodorus ;  but  it  brings  him  to  a  certain  extent  into  harmony 
with  Justin  (xxii.  2),  who  insists  much  on  the  combination  between  Aga¬ 
thokles  and  the  Carthaginians,  as  one  of  the  main  helps  whereby  he  was 
enabled  to  seize  the  supreme  power. 

1  The  account  here  given  is  the  best  which  I  can  make  out  from  Diodorus 
(xix.  5),  Justin  (xxii.  2),  —  Polyaenus  (v.  3,  8).  The  first  two  allude  to  the 
•olemn  oath  taken  by  Agathokles  —  napcY&ek  rd  rj?f  bjjfivrpoc  lepdv  vni 
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All  this  train  of  artifice  had  been  concerted  by  Agathokles 
with  Hamilkar,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  former  to  seize 
the  supreme  power.  As  general  of  the  city,  Agathokles  had  the 
direction  of  the  military  force.  Under  the  pretence  of  marching 
against  some  refractory  exiles  at  Erbita  in  the  interior,  he  got 
together  3000  soldiers  strenuously  devoted  to  him  —  mercenaries 
and  citizens  of  desperate  character  —  to  which  Hamilkar  added 
a  reinforcement  of  Africans.  As  if  about  to  march  forth,  he 
mustered  his  troops  at  daybreak  in  the  Timoleonteon  (chapel  or 
precinct  consecrated  to  Timoleon),  while  Peisarchus  and  Dekles, 
two  chiefs  of  the  senate  already  assembled,  were  invited  with 
forty  others  to  transact  with  him  some  closing  business.  Having 
these  men  in  his  power,  Agathokles  suddenly  turned  upon  them, 
and  denounced  them  to  the  soldiers  as  guilty  of  conspiring  his 
death.  Then,  receiving  from  the  soldiers  a  response  full  of 
ardor,  he  ordered  them  immediately  to  proceed  to  a  general 
massacre  of  the  senate  and  their  leading  partisans,  with  full  per¬ 
mission  of  licentious  plunder  in  the  houses  of  these  victims,  the 
richest  men  in  Syracuse.  The  soldiers  rushed  into  the  street 
with  ferocious  joy  to  execute  this  order.  They  slew  not  only 
the  senators,  but  many  others  also,  unarmed  and  unprepared ; 
each  man  selecting  victims  personally  obnoxious  to  him.  They 
broke  open  the  doors  of  the  rich,  or  climbed  over  the  roofs,  mas¬ 
sacred  the  proprietors  within,  and  ravished  the  females.  They 
chased  the  unsuspecting  fugitives  through  the  streets,  not  sparing 
even  those  who  took  refuge  in  the  temples.  Many  of  these  un¬ 
fortunate  sufferers  rushed  for  safety  to  the  gates,  but  found  them 
closed  and  guarded  by  special  order  of  Agathokles  ;  so  that  they 
were  obliged  to  let  themselves  down  from  the  walls,  in  which 


T<bv  tto?utg)v,  ufioae  (jujdev  tvavTiu-drjoeodcu  rrj  dr/fiOKparia  —  “  Tunc  Hamil 
cari  expositis  ignibus  Cereris  tactisque  in  obsequia  Pcenorum  jurat  ”  “  Jurare 
in  obsequia  Pcenorum  ”  can  hardly  be  taken  to  mean  that  Syracuse  was  to 
become  subject  to  Carthage ;  there  was  nothing  antecedent  to  justify  such  a 
proceeding,  nor  does  anything  follow  in  the  sequel  which  implies  it. 

Compare  also  the  speech  which  Justin  puts  into  the  mouth  of  Bomilkai 
when  executed  for  treason  by  the  Carthaginians  — “objectans  illis  (Cartha- 
giniensibus)  in  Hamilcarem  patruum  suum  tacita  suffragia,  quod  Agatho- 
clem  sociam  illis  facere ,  quam  hostem ,  maluerit  ”  (xxii.  7).  This  points  to  pre 
vious  collusion  between  Hamilkar  and  Agathokles. 
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many  perished  miserably.  For  two  days  Syracuse  was  thus  a 
prey  to  the  sanguinary,  rapacious,  and  lustful  impulses  of  the 
soldiery  ;  four  thousand  citizens  had  been  already  slain,  and  many 
more  were  seized  as  prisoners.  The  political  purposes  of  Aga 
thokles,  as  well  as  the  passions  of  the  soldiers,  being  then  sated, 
he  arrested  the  massacre.  He  concluded  this  bloody  feat  by 
killing  such  of  his  prisoners  as  were  most  obnoxious  to  him,  and 
banishing  the  rest  The  total  number  of  expelled  or  fugitive 
Syracusans  is  stated  at  6000 ;  who  found  a  hospitable  shelter 
and  home  at  Agrigentum.  One  act  of  lenity  is  mentioned,  and 
ought  not  to  be  omitted  amidst  this  scene  of  horror.  Deinokrates, 
one  among  the  prisoners,  was  liberated  by  Agathokles  from  mo¬ 
tives  of  former  friendship :  he  too,  probably,  went  into  voluntary 
exile.1 

After  a  massacre  thus  perpetrated  in  the  midst  of  profound 
peace,  and  in  the  full  confidence  of  a  solemn  act  of  mutual  re¬ 
conciliation  immediately  preceding  —  surpassing  the  worst  deeds 
of  the  elder  Dionysius,  and  indeed  (we  might  almost  say)  of  all 
other  Grecian  despots  —  Agathokles  convened  what  he  called  an 
assembly  of  the  people.  Such  of  the  citizens  as  were  either  oli¬ 
garchical,  or  wealthy,  or  in  any  way  unfriendly  to  him,  had  been 
already  either  slain  or  expelled ;  so  that  the  assembly  probably 
included  few  besides  his  own  soldiers :  Agathokles,  addressing 
them  in  terms  of  congratulation  on  the  recent  glorious  exploit, 
whereby  they  had  purged  the  city  of  its  oligarchical  tyrants  — 
proclaimed  that  the  Syracusan  people  had  now  reconquered  their 
full  liberty.  He  affected  to  be  weary  of  the  toils  of  command, 
and  anxious  only  for  a  life  of  quiet  equality  as  one  among  the 
many ;  in  token  of  which  he  threw  off  his  general’s  cloak  and 
put  on  a  common  civil  garment.  But  those  whom  he  addressed, 
fresh  from  the  recent  massacre  and  plunder,  felt  that  their  whole 
security  depended  upon  the  maintenance  of  his  supremacy,  and 
loudly  protested  that  they  would  not  accept  his  resignation. 
Agathokles,  with  pretended  reluctance,  told  them,  that  if  they 
insisted,  he  would  comply,  but  upon  the  peremptory  condition 
of  enjoying  a  single-handed  authority,  without  any  colleagues  of 


1  Diodor,  xix  8,  9 ;  Justin,  xxii.  2. 
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counsellors  for  whose  misdeeds  he  was  to  be  responsible.  The 
assembly  replied  by  conferring  upon  him,  with  unanimous  accla¬ 
mations,  the  post  of  general  with  unlimited  power,  or  despot.1 

Thus  was  constituted  a  new  despot  of  Syracuse  about  fifty 
years  after  the  decease  of  the  elder  Dionysius,  and  twenty-two 
years  after  Timoleon  had  rooted  out  the  Dionysian  dynasty,  es¬ 
tablishing  on  its  ruins  a  free  polity.  On  accepting  the  post, 
Agathokles  took  pains  to  proclaim  that  he  would  tolerate  no  far¬ 
ther  massacre  or  plunder,  and  that  his  government  would  for  the 
future  be  mild  and  beneficent.  He  particularly  studied  to  con¬ 
ciliate  the  poorer  citizens,  to  whom  he  promised  abolition  of  debts 
and  a  new  distribution  of  lands.  How  far  he  carried  out  this 
project  systematically,  we  do  not  know ;  but  he  conferred  posi¬ 
tive  donations  on  many  of  the  poor — which  he  had  abundant 
means  of  doing,  out  of  the  properties  of  the  numerous  exiles  re» 
cently  expelled.  He  was  full  of  promises  to  every  one,  display¬ 
ing  courteous  and  popular  manners,  and  abstaining  from  all  os¬ 
tentation  of  guards,  or  ceremonial  attendants,  or  a  diadem.  He 
at  the  same  time  applied  himself  vigorously  to  strengthen  his 
military  and  naval  force,  his  magazines  of  arms  and  stores,  an& 
his  revenues.  He  speedily  extended  his  authority  over  all  the 
territorial  domain  of  Syracuse,  with  her  subject  towns,  and  car¬ 
ried  his  arms  successfully  over  many  other  parts  of  Sicily.2 

The  Carthaginian  general  Hamilkar,  whose  complicity  or  con¬ 
nivance  had  helped  Agathokles  to  this  blood-stained  elevation, 
appears  to  have  permitted  him  without  opposition  to  extend  his 
dominion  over  a  large  portion  of  Sicily,  and  even  to  plunder  the 
towns  in  alliance  with  Cartilage  itself.  Complaints  having  been 
made  to  Carthage,  this  officer  was  superseded,  and  another  gen¬ 
eral  (also  named  Hamilkar)  was  sent  in  his  place.  We  are  un¬ 
able  to  trace  in  detail  the  proceedings  of  Agathokles  during  the 
first  years  of  his  despotism ;  but  he  went  on  enlarging  his  sway 
over  the  neighboring  cities,  while  the  Syracusan  exiles,  whom  he 
had  expelled,  found  a  home  partly  at  Agrigentum  (under  Dei- 
nokrates),  partly  at  Messene.  About  the  year  314  b.  c.,  we  hear 
that  he  made  an  attempt  on  Messene,  which  he  was  on  the  point 
of  seizing,  had  he  not  been  stopped  by  the  interference  of  the 


Diodor  xix.  9. 


8  Diodor.  xix.  9.,  Justin,  xxii.  2. 
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Carthaginians  (perhaps  the  newly-appointed  Hamilkar),  who 
now  at  length  protested  against  his  violation  of  the  convention ; 
meaning  (as  we  must  presume,  for  we  know  of  no  other  conven¬ 
tion)  the  oath  which  had  been  sworn  by  Agathokles  at  Syracuse 
under  the  guarantee  of  the  Carthaginians.1  Though  thus  disap¬ 
pointed  at  Messene,  Agathokles  seized  Abakaenum —  where  he 
slew  the  leading  citizens  opposed  to  him,  —  and  carried  on  his 
aggressions  elsewhere  so  effectively,  that  the  leaders  at  Agrigen- 
turn,  instigated  by  the  Syracusan  exiles  there  harbored,  became 
convinced  of  the  danger  of  leaving  such  encroachments  unresist¬ 
ed.2 3 * * * *  The  people  of  Agrigentum  came  to  the  resolution  of  taking 
up  arms  on  behalf  of  the  liberties  of  Sicily,  and  allied  themselves 
with  Gela  and  Messene  for  the  purpose. 

But  the  fearful  example  of  Agathokles  himself  rendered  them 
so  apprehensive  of  the  dangers  from  any  military  leader,  at  once 
native  and  energetic,  that  they  resolved  to  invite  a  foreigner 
Some  Syracusan  exiles  were  sent  to  Sparta,  to  choose  and  in¬ 
voke  some  Spartan  of  eminence  and  ability,  as  Archidamus  hae 
recently  been  called  to  Tarentum  —  and  even  more,  as  Timo- 
leon  had  been  brought  from  Corinth,  with  results  so  signally 
beneficent.  The  old  Spartan  king  Kleomenes  (of  the  Eurysthe- 
nid  race)  had  a  son  Akrotatus,  then  unpopular  at  home,8  and 


1  Diodor.  xix.  65.  /cat?’  ov  6?)  XP°V0V  fynov  Ik  Kapxybovog  irpeaPeig,  ol  rip 
fj.lv  'kyadoK^el  nepl  tdv  tt pax&evTov  eTrenpyaav,  ug  tt apafiaivovri  Tag  aw- 
&ynag‘  rolg  de  Mf aayvloig  elpyvyv  TrapeaKevaaav,  nal  to  (ppovpiov  uvaynacav - 
Teg  tnroKaTaoTycrai  tov  Tvpavvov,  aneir'kevoav  eig  ryv  Ai/3vtjv. 

1  do  not  know  what  owdynai  can  be  here  meant,  except  that  oath  de¬ 
scribed  by  Justin  under  the  words  “in  obsequia  Pcenorum  jurat’’) 
xxii.  2). 

2  Diodor.  xix.  70.  fiy  ireptopgiv  ’ kyadonXea  avaKeva^bpevov  rag  iroTieig. 

3  Diodor.  xix.  70.  After  the  defeat  of  Agis  by  Antipater,  the  severe  Lace¬ 

demonian  laws  against  those  who  fled  from  battle  had  been  suspended  for 

the  occasion -,  as  had  been  done  before,  after  the  defeat  of  Leuktra.  Akro¬ 

tatus  had  been  the  onlg  person  (povog)  who  opposed  this  suspension  ;  where¬ 

by  he  incurred  the  most  violent  odium  generally,  but  most  especially  from 
the  citizens  who  profited  by  the  suspension.  These  men  carried  their 
hatred  so  far,  that  they  even  attacked,  beat  him  and  conspired  against  hi* 
Lie  ( ovtoi  yap  ovoTpacpivTeg  ’K'kyyag  re  kvetyopyaav  avrtp  nal  burlAovv  km 
dovhevovTeg). 

This  is  a  curious  indication  of  Spartan  manners 
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svell  disposed  towards  foreign  warfare.  This  prince,  without 
even  consulting  the  Ephors,  listened  at  once  to  the  envoys,  and 
left  Peloponnesus  with  a  small  squadron,  intending  to  cross  bj 
Korkyra  and  the  coast  of  Italy  to  Agrigentum.  Unfavorable 
winds  drove  him  as  far  north  as  Apollonia,  and  delayed  his  arri- 
val  at  Tarentum ;  in  which  city,  originally  a  Spartan  colons  kj 
met  with  a  cordial  reception,  and  obtained  a  vote  of  twenty  ves¬ 
sels  to  assist  his  enterprise  of  liberating  Syracuse  from  Agath- 
okles.  He  reached  Agrigentum  with  favorable  hopes,  was  re* 
ceived  with  all  the  honors  due  to  a  Spartan  prince,  and  under¬ 
took  the  command.  Bitterly  did  he  disappoint  his  party.  He 
was  incompetent  as  a  general ;  he  dissipated  in  presents  or  lux¬ 
uries  the  money  intended  for  the  campaign,  emulating  Asiatic 
despots ;  his  conduct  was  arrogant,  tyrannical,  and  even  sanguin¬ 
ary.  The  disgust  which  he  inspired  was  brought  to  a  height, 
when  he  caused  Sosistratus,  the  leader  of  the  Syracusan  exiles, 
to  be  assassinated  at  a  banquet.  Immediately  the  exiles  rose  in 
a  body  to  avenge  this  murder ;» while  Akrotatus,  deposed  by  the 
Agrigentines,  only  found  safety  in  flight.1 

To  this  young  Spartan  prince,  had  he  possessed  a  noble  heart 
and  energetic  qualities,  there  was  here  presented  a  career  of 
equal  grandeur  with  that  of  Timoleon  —  against  an  enemy  able 
indeed  and  formidable,  yet  not  so  superior  in  force  as  to  render 
success  impossible.  It  is  melancholy  to  see  Akrotatus,  from  sim¬ 
ple  worthlessness  of  character,  throwing  away  such  an  opportu¬ 
nity  ;  at  a  time  when  Sicily  was  the  only  soil  on  which  a  glori¬ 
ous  Hellenic  career  was  still  open  —  when  no  similar  exploits 
were  practicable  by  any  Hellenic  leader  in  Central  Greece,  from 
the  overwhelming  superiority  of  force  possessed  by  the  surround¬ 
ing  kings. 

The  misconduct  of  Akrotatus  broke  up  all  hopes  of  active 
operations  against  Agathokles.  Peace  was  presently  concluded 
with  the  latter  by  the  Agrigentines  and  their  allies,  under  the 
mediation  of  the  Carthaginian  general  Hamilkar.  By  the  terms 
of  this  convention,  all  the  Greek  cities  in  Sicily  were  declared 
autonomous,  yet  under  the  hegemony  of  Agathokles ;  excepting 

>■'  ■■■<  —  '  —  ■■■  — »  ■■■■  ■  ■  ■  ■  - —  ■■  ■  ■  ■  ■■■■■■  ■■■■  ■■■  ■■■■■■  in 
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only  Rimera,  Selinus,  and  Herakleia,  which  were  actually,  and 
were  declared  still  to  continue,  under  Carthage.  Messend  was 
the  only  Grecian  city  standing  aloof  from  this  convention ;  as 
such,  therefore  still  remaining  open  to  the  Syracusan  exiles. 
The  terms  were  so  favorable  to  Agathokles,  that  they  were  much 
disapproved  at  Carthage.1  Agathokles,  recognized  as  chief  and 
having  no  enemy  in  the  field,  employed  himself  actively  in 
strengthening  his  hold  on  the  other  cities,  and  in  enlarging  his 
military  means  at  home.  He  sent  a  force  against  Messene,  to 
require  the  expulsion  of  the  Syracusan  exiles  from  that  city,  and 
to  procure  at  the  same  time  the  recall  of  the  Messenian  exiles, 
partisans  of  his  own,  and  companions  of  his  army.  His  generals 
extorted  these  two  points  from  the  Messenians.  Agathokles, 
having  thus  broken  the  force  of  Messene,  secured  to  himself  the 
town  still  more  completely,  by  sending  for  those  Messenian  citi¬ 
zens  who  had  chiefly  opposed  him,  and  putting  them  all  to  death, 
as  well  as  his  leading  opponents  at  Tauromenium.  The  number 
thus  massacred  was  not  less  than  six  hundred.2 

It  only  remained  for  Agathokles  to  seize  Agrigentum.  Thither 
he  accordingly  marched.  But  Deinokrates  and  the  Syracusan 
exiles,  expelled  from  Messene,  had  made  themselves  heard  at 
Carthage,  insisting  on  the  perils  to  that  city  from  the  encroach¬ 
ments  of  Agathokles.  The  Carthaginians  alarmed  sent  a  fleet 
of  sixty  sail,  whereby  alone  Agrigentum,  already  under  siege  by 
Agathokles,  was  preserved.  The  recent  convention  was  now 
broken  on  all  sides,  and  Agathokles  kept  no  farther  measures 
with  the  Carthaginians.  He  ravaged  all  their  Sicilian  territory, 
and  destroyed  some  of  their  forts ;  while  the  Carthaginians  on 
their  side  made  a  sudden  descent  with  their  fleet  on  the  harbor 
of  Syracuse.  They  could  achieve  nothing  more,  however,  than 
the  capture  of  one  Athenian  merchant-vessel,  out  of  two  there 
riding.  They  disgraced  their  acquisition  by  the  cruel  act  (not 
uncommon  in  Carthaginian  warfare)  of  cutting  off  the  hands  of 


1  Diodor.  xix.  71,  72,  102.  When  the  convention  specifies  Herakleia, 
Selinus,  and  Himera,  as  being  under  the  Carthaginians,  this  is  to  be  under* * 
6tood  as  in  addition  to  the  primitive  Carthaginian  settlements  of  Solus 
Panormus,  LUybaeum.  etc,  about  which  no  question  could  arise. 

*  Diodor  xix  72.  compare  a  different  narrative — Polygenus,  v.  15. 
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the  captive  crew ;  for  which,  in  a  few  days,  retaliation  was  exeiv 
cased  upon  the  crews  of  some  of  their  own  ships,  taken  by  the 
cruisers  of  Agathokles.1 

The  defence  of  Agrigentum  now  rested  principally  on  the 
Carthaginians  in  Sicily,  who  took  up  a  position  on  the  hill  called 
Eknomus  —  in  the  territory  of  Gela,  a  little'  to  the  west  of  the 
Agrigentine  border.  Here  Agathokles  approached  to  offer  them 
battle  —  having  been  emboldened  by  two  important  successes 
obtained  over  Deinokrates  and  the  Syracusan  exiles,  near  Ken- 
toripa  and  Gallaria.2 * *  So  superior  was  his  force,  however,  that 
the  Carthaginians  thought  it  prudent  to  remain  in  their  camp ; 
and  Agathokles  returned  in  triumph  to  Syracuse,  where  he 
adorned  the  temples  with  his  recently  acquired  spoils.  The  bal¬ 
ance  of  force  was  soon  altered  by  the  despatch  of  a  large  arma¬ 
ment  from  Carthage  under  Hamilkar,  consisting  of  130  ships  of 
war,  with  numerous  other  transport  ships,  carrying  many  sol¬ 
diers —  2000  native  Carthaginians,  partly  men  of  rank —  10,000 
Africans — 1000  Campanian  heavy-armed  and  1000  Balearic 
slingers.  The  fleet  underwent  in  its  passage  so  terrific  a  storm, 
that  many  of  the  vessels  sunk  with  all  on  board,  and  it  arrived 
with  very  diminished  numbers  in  Sicily.  The  loss  fell  upon  the 
native  Carthaginian  soldiers  with  peculiar  severity;  insomuch 
that  when  the  news  reached  Carthage,  a  public  mourning  was 
proclaimed,  and  the  city  walls  were  hung  with  black  serge. 

Those  who  reached  Sicily,  however,  were  quite  sufficient  to 
place  Hamilkar  in  an  imposing  superiority  of  number  as  com¬ 
pared  with  Agathokles.  He  encamped  on  or  near  Eknomus, 
summoned  all  the  reinforcements  that  his  Sicilian  allies  could 
furnish,  and  collected  additional  mercenaries ;  so  that  he  was 
soon  at  the  head  of  40,000  infantry  and  5000  cavalry.8  At  the 
same  time,  a  Carthaginian  armed  squadron,  detached  to  the  strait 
of  Messene,  fell  in  with  twenty  armed  ships  belonging  to  Agath¬ 
okles,  and  captured  them  all  with  their  crews.  The  Sicilian  cit¬ 
ies  were  held  to  Agathokles  principally  by  terror,  and  were  likely 


1  Diodor.  xix.  103.  It  must  be  noticed,  however,  that  even  Julius  Caesar, 

in  tns  wars  in  Gaul,  sometimes  cut  off  the  hands  of  his  Gallic  prisoners 

taken  in  arms,  whom  he  called  rebels  (Bell.  Gall.  viii.  44). 

*  Diodor.  xix.  103  104  3  Diodor  xix.  106 
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to  turn  against  him,  if  the  Carthaginians  exhibited  sufficient 
strength  to  protect  them.  This  the  despot  knew  and  dreaded ; 
especially  respecting  Gela,  which  was  not  far  from  the  Cartha¬ 
ginian  camp.  Had  he  announced  himself  openly  as  intending  to 
place  a  garrison  in  Gela,  he  feared  that  the  citizens  might  fore¬ 
stall  him  by  calling  in  Hamilkar.  Accordingly  he  detached 
thither,  on  various  pretences,  several  small  parties  of  soldiers, 
who  presently  found  themselves  united  in  a  number  sufficient  to 
seize  the  town.  Agathokles  then  marched  into  Gela  with  his 
main  force.  Distrusting  the  adherence  of  the  citizens,  he  lef 
loose  his  soldiers  upon  them,  massacred  four  thousand  persons, 
and  compelled  the  remainder,  as  a  condition  of  sparing  their 
lives,  to  bring  in  to  him  all  their  money  and  valuables.  Having 
by  this  atrocity  both  struck  universal  terror  and  enriched  him¬ 
self,  he  advanced  onward  towards  the  Carthaginian  camp,  and 
occupied  a  hill  called  Phalarion  opposite  to  it.1  The  two  camps 
were  separated  by  a  level  plain  or  valley  nearly  five  miles  broad, 
through  which  ran  the  river  Himera.2 

For  some  days  of  the  hottest  season  (the  dog-days),  both  ar¬ 
mies  remained  stationary,  neither  of  them  choosing  to  make  the 
attack.  At  length  Agathokles  gained  what  he  thought  a  favor¬ 
able  opportunity.  A  detachment  from  the  Carthaginian  camp 
sallied  forth  in  pursuit  of  some  Grecian  plunderers ;  Agathokles 
posted  some  men  in  ambush,  who  fell  upon  this  detachment  un¬ 
awares,  threw  it  into  disorder,  and  pursued  it  back  to  the  camp. 
Following  up  this  partial  success,  Agathokles  brought  forward 
his  whole  force,  crossed  the  river  Himera,  and  began  a  general 
attack.  This  advance  not  being  expected,  the  Grecian  assail¬ 
ants  seemed  at  first  on  the  point  of  succeeding.  They  filled  up 
a  portion  of  the  ditch,  tore  up  the  stockade,  and  were  forcing 
their  way  into  the  camp.  They  were  however  repulsed  by  re¬ 
doubled  efforts,  and  new  troops  coming  up,  on  the  part  of  the  de¬ 
fenders  ;  mainly,  too,  by  the  very  effective  action  of  the  1000 
Balearic  slingers  in  Hamilkar’s  army,  who  hurled  stones  weigh¬ 
ing  a  pound  each,  against  which  the  Grecian  armor  was  an  in¬ 
adequate  defence.  Still  Agathokles,  noway  discouraged,  caused 
the  attack  to  be  renewed  on  several  points  at  once  and  with  ap- 


1  l)iodor.  xix  107,  108. 


2  Diodor,  x  x.  108,  109. 
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parent  success,  when  a  reinforcement  landed  from  Carthage  — 
the  expectation  of  which  may  perhaps  have  induced  Hamilkar 
to  refrain  from  any  general  attack.  These  new  troops  joined  in 
the  battle,  coming  upon  the  rear  of  the  Greeks  ;  who  were  intim¬ 
idated  and  disordered  by  such  unforeseen  assailants,  while  the 
Carthaginians  in  their  front,  animated  to  more  energetic  effort, 
first  repulsed  them  from  the  camp,  and  then  pressed  them  vigor¬ 
ously  back.  After  holding  their  ground  for  some  time  against 
their  double  enemy,  the  Greeks  at  length  fled  in  disorder  back 
to  their  own  camp,  recrossing  the  river  Himera.  The  interval 
was  between  four  and  five  miles  of  nearly  level  ground,  over 
which  they  were  actively  pursued  and  severely  handled  by  the 
Carthaginian  cavalry,  5000  in  number.  Moreover,  in  crossing 
the  river,  many  of  them  drank  eagerly,  from  thirst,  fatigue,  and 
the  heat  of  the  weather ;  the  saltness  of  the  water  proved  so  de¬ 
structive  to  them,  that  numerous  dead  bodies  are  said  to  have 
been  found  unwounded  on  the  banks.1  At  length  they  obtained 
shelter  in  their  own  camp,  after  a  loss  of  7000  men;  while  the 
loss  of  the  victors  is  estimated  at  500. 

Agathokles,  after  this  great  disaster,  did  not  attempt  to  main¬ 
tain  his  camp,  but  set  it  on  fire,  and  returned  to  Gela ;  which 
was  well  fortified  and  provisioned,  capable  of  a  long  defence. 
Here  he  intended  to  maintain  himself  against  Hamilkar,  at  least 
until  the  Syracusan  harvest  (probably  already  begun)  should  be 
completed.  But  Hamilkar,  having  ascertained  the  strength  of 
Gela,  thought  it  prudent  to  refrain  from  a  siege,  and  employed 
himself  in  operations  for  the  purpose  of  strengthening  his  party 
in  Sicily.  His  great  victory  at  the  Himera  had  produced  the 
strongest  effect  upon  many  of  the  Sicilian  cities,  who  were  held 
to  Agathokles  by  no  other  bonds  except  those  of  fear.  Hamil¬ 
kar  issued  conciliatory  proclamations,  inviting  them  all  to  become 
his  allies,  and  marching  his  troops  towards  the  most  convenient 
points.  Presently  Kamarina,  Leontini,  Katana,  Tauromenium, 
Messene,  Abakaenum,  with  several  other  smaller  towns  and  forts, 
sent  to  tender  themselves  as  allies ;  and  the  conduct  of  Hamil 
kar  towards  all  was  so  mild  and  equitable,  as  to  give  universal 
satisfaction.  Agathokles  appears  to  have  been  thus  dispossesses 
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of  most  part  of  the  island,  retaining  little  besides  Gela  and  Syra¬ 
cuse.  Even  the  harbor  of  Syracuse  was  watched  by  a  Cartha¬ 
ginian  fleet,  placed  to  intercept  foreign  supplies.  Returning  to 
Syracuse  after  Hamilkar  had  renounced  all  attempts  on  Gela, 
Agathokles  collected  the  corn  from  the  neighborhood,  and  put 
the  fortifications  in  the  best  state  of  defence.  He  had  every 
reason  tc  feel  assured  that  the  Carthaginians,  encouraged  by  their 
recent  success,  and  reinforced  by  allies  from  the  whole  island, 
would  soon  press  the  siege  of  Syracuse  with  all  their  energy ; 
while  for  himself,  hated  by  all,  there  was  no  hope  of  extraneous 
support,  and  little  hope  of  a  successful  defence.1 

In  this  apparently  desperate  situation,  he  conceived  the  idea 
of  a  novelty  alike  daring,  ingenious,  and  effective ;  surrounded 
indeed  with  difficulties  in  the  execution,  but  promising,  if  suc¬ 
cessfully  executed,  to  change  altogether  the  prospects  of  the  war. 

He  resolved  to  carry  a  force  across  from  Syracuse  to  Africa, 
and  attack  the  Carthaginians  on  their  own  soil.  No  Greek,  so 
far  as  we  know,  had  ever  conceived  the  like  scheme  before ;  no 
one  certainly  had  ever  executed  it.  In  the  memory  of  man,  the 
African  territory  of  Carthage  had  never  been  visited  by  hostile 
foot.  It  was  known  that  the  Carthaginians  would  be  not  only 
unprepared  to  meet  an  attack  at  home,  but  unable  even  to  im¬ 
agine  it  as  practicable.  It  was  known  that  their  territory  was 
rich,  and  their  African  subjects  harshly  treated,  discontented, 
and  likely  to  seize  the  first  opportunity  for  revolting.  The  land¬ 
ing  of  any  hostile  force  near  Carthage  would  strike  such  a  blow, 
as  at  least  to  cause  the  recall  of  the  Carthaginian  armament  in 
Sicily,  and  thus  relieve  Syracuse ;  perhaps  the  consequences  of 
it  might  be  yet  greater. 

How  to  execute  the  scheme  was  the  grand  difficulty — for  the 
Carthaginians  were  superior  not  merely  on  land,  but  also  at  sea. 
Agathokles  had  no  chance  except  by  keeping  his  purpose  secret, 
and  even  unsuspected.  He  fitted  out  an  armament,  announced 
as  about  to  sail  forth  from  Syracuse  on  a  secret  expedition, 
against  some  unknown  town  on  the  Sicilian  coast.  He  selected 
for  this  purpose  his  best  troops,  especially  his  horsemen,  few  of 
whom  had  been  slain  at  the  battle  of  the  Himera ;  he  could  not 
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transport  horses,  but  he  put  the  horsemen  aboard  with  their  sad¬ 
dles  and  bridles,  entertaining  full  assurance  that  he  could  procure 
horses  in  Africa.  In  selecting  soldiers  for  his  expedition,  he  was 
careful  to  take  one  member  from  many  different  families,  to  serve 
as  hostage  for  the  fidelity  of  those  left  behind.  He  liberated,  and 
enrolled  among  his  soldiers,  many  of  the  strongest  and  most  reso¬ 
lute  slaves.  To  provide  the  requisite  funds,  his  expedients  were 
manifold  ;  he  borrowed  from  merchants,  seized  the  money  belong¬ 
ing  to  orphans,  stripped  the  women  of  their  precious  ornaments, 
and  even  plundered  the  richest  temples.  By  all  these  proceed¬ 
ings,  the  hatred  as  well  as  fear  towards  him  was  aggravated,  es¬ 
pecially  among  the  more  opulent  families.  Agathokles  publicly 
proclaimed,  that  the  siege  of  Syracuse,  which  the  Carthaginians 
were  now  commencing,  would  be  long  and  terrible  —  that  he  and 
his  soldiers  were  accustomed  to  hardships  and  could  endure  them, 
but  that  those,  who  felt  themselves  unequal  to  the  effort,  might 
retire  with  their  properties  while  it  was  yet  time.  Many  of  the 
wealthier  families  —  to  a  number  stated  as  1600  persons  — pro¬ 
fited  by  this  permission  ;  but  as  they  were  leaving  the  city,  Aga¬ 
thokles  set  his  mercenaries  upon  them,  slew  them  all,  and  appro¬ 
priated  their  possessions  to  himself.1  By  such  tricks  and  enor¬ 
mities,  he  provided  funds  enough  for  an  armament  of  sixty  ships, 
well  filled  with  soldiers.  Not  one  of  these  soldiers  knew  where 
they  were  going ;  there  was  a  general  talk  about  the  madness  of 
Agathokles  ;  nevertheless  such  was  their  confidence  in  his  brave¬ 
ry  and  military  resource,  that  they  obeyed  his  orders  without 
asking  questions.  To  act  as  viceroy  of  Syracuse  during  his  own 
absence,  Agathokles  named  Antander  his  brother,  aided  by  an 
AEtolian  officer  named  Erymnon.2 

The  armament  was  equipped  and  ready,  without  any  suspi¬ 
cion  on  the  part  of  the  Carthaginian  fleet  blockading  the  harbor. 
It  happened  one  day  that  the  approach  of  some  corn-ships  se 
duced  this  fleet  into  a  pursuit;  the  mouth  of  the  harbor  being 
thus  left  unguarded,  Agathokles  took  the  opportunity  of  striking 
with  his  armament  into  the  open  sea.  As  soon  as  the  Cartha¬ 
ginian  fleet  saw  him  sailing  forth,  they  neglected  the  corn-ships, 


*  Diodor.  xx.  4,  5 ,  Justin,  xxii.  4.  Compare  Polysenus,  3-5. 

*  Diodor,  xx  4-16. 
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and  prepared  for  battle,  which  they  presumed  that  he  was  OOUI9 
to  offer.  To  their  surprise,  he  stood  out  to  sea  as  fast  as  he 
could ;  they  then  pushed  out  in  pursuit  of  him,  but  he  had  al¬ 
ready  got  a  considerable  advance  and  strove  to  keep  it.  To¬ 
wards  nightfall  however  they  neared  him  so  much,  that  he  was 
only  saved  by  the  darkness.  During  the  night  he  made  consid¬ 
erable  way ;  but  on  the  next  day  there  occurred  an  eclipse  of 
the  sun  so  nearly  total,  that  it  became  perfectly  dark,  and  the 
stars  were  visible.  The  mariners  were  so  terrified  at  this  phe¬ 
nomenon,  that  all  the  artifice  and  ascendency  of  Agathokles  were 
required  to  inspire  them  with  new  courage.  At  length,  after  six 
days  and  nights,  they  approached  the  coast  of  Africa.  The  Car¬ 
thaginian  ships  had  pursued  them  at  a  venture,  in  the  direction 
towards  Africa ;  and  they  appeared  in  sight,  just  as  Agathokles 
was  nearing  the  land.  Strenuous  efforts  were  employed  by  the 
mariners  on  both  sides  to  touch  land  first ;  Agathokles  secured 
that  advantage,  and  was  enabled  to  put  himself  into  such  a  pos¬ 
ture  of  defence  that  he  repulsed  the  attack  of  the  Carthaginian 
ships,  and  secured  the  disembarcation  of  his  own  soldiers,  at  a 
point  called  the  Latomiae  or  Stone  quarries.1 

After  establishing  his  position  ashore,  and  refreshing  his  sol¬ 
diers,  the  first  proceeding  of  Agathokles  was  to  burn  his  vessels ; 
a  proceeding  which  seemed  to  carry  an  air  of  desperate  boldness. 
Yet  in  truth  the  ships  were  now  useless  —  for,  if  he  was  unsuc¬ 
cessful  on  land,  they  were  not  enough  to  enable  him  to  return  in 
the  face  of  the  Carthaginian  fleet ;  they  were  even  worse  than 
useless,  since,  if  he  retained  them,  it  was  requisite  that  he  should 
leave  a  portion  of  his  army  to  guard  them,  and  thus  enfeeble  his 
means  of  action  for  the  really  important  achievements  on  land. 
Convening  his  soldiers  in  assembly  near  the  ships,  he  first  offered 
a  sacrifice  to  Demeter  and  Persephone  —  the  patron  goddesses 
of  Sicily,  and  of  Syracuse  in  particular.  He  then  apprised  his 
soldiers,  that  during  the  recent  crossing  and  danger  from  the 
Carthaginian  pursuers,  he  had  addressed  a  vow  to  these  goddess- 


1  Diodor.  xx.  6.  Procopius,  Bell.  Vand.  i.  15.  It  is  here  stated,  that  £or 
nine  days’  march  eastward  from  Carthage,  as  far  as  Juka,  the  land  is 
rrXd>f  ulufirvof. 
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cs  —  engaging  to  make  a  burnt-offering  of  his  ships  in  their 
honor,  if  they  would  preserve  him  safe  across  to  Africa.  The 
goddesses  had  granted  this  boon ;  they  had  farther,  by  favorably 
responding  to  the  sacrifice  just  offered,  promised  full  success  to 
his  African  projects:  it  became  therefore  incumbent  on  him  to 
fulfil  his  vow  with  exactness.  Torches  being  now  brought, 
Agathokies  took  one  in  his  hand,  and  mounted  on  the  stern  of 
the  admiral’s  ship,  directing  each  of  the  trierarchs  to  do  the  like 
on  his  own  ship.  All  were  set  on  fire  simultaneously,  amidst 
the  sound  of  trumpets,  and  the  mingled  prayers  and  shouts  of 
the  soldiers.* 1 

Though  Agathokles  had  succeeded  in  animating  his  soldiers 
with  a  factitious  excitement,  for  the  accomplishment  of  this  pur¬ 
pose,  yet  so  soon  as  they  saw  the  conflagration  decided  and  irre¬ 
vocable,  thus  cutting  off  all  their  communication  with  home  — 
their  spirits  fell,  and  they  began  to  despair  of  their  prospects. 
Without  allowing  them  time  to  dwell  upon  the  novelty  of  the  sit- 
Datiou,  Agathokles  conducted  them  at  once  against  the  nearest 
Carthaginian  town,  called  Megale-Polis.2  His  march  lay  for  the 
most  part  through  a  rich  territory  in  the  highest  cultivation. 
The  passing  glance  which  we  thus  obtain  into  the  condition  of 
the  territory  near  Carthage  is  of  peculiar  interest ;  more  espe¬ 
cially  when  contrasted  with  the  desolation  of  the  same  coast, 
now  and  for  centuries  past.  The  corn-land,  the  plantations  both 
of  vines  and  olives,  the  extensive  and  well-stocked  gardens,  the 


1  This  striking  scene  is  described  by  Diodorus,  xx.  7  (compare  Justin, 
xxii.  6).  probably  enough  copied  from  Kallias,  the  companion  and  panegyr* 
ist  of  Agathokles:  see  Diodor.  xxi.  Fragm.  p.  281. 

8  Megale-Polis  is  nowhere  else  mentioned  —  nor  is  it  noticed  by  Forbiger 
in  his  list  of  towns  in  the  Carthaginian  territory  (Handbuch  der  Alten 
Geographic,  sect.  109). 

Dr.  Barth  ( Wanderungen  auf  den  Kiisten  Landern  des  Mittelmeeres,  vol. 

i.  p.  131-133)  supposes  that  Agathokles  landed  at  an  indentation  of  the 
coast  on  the  western  face  of  that  projecting  tongue  of  land  which  terminates 
in  Cape  Bon  (Promontorium  Mercurii),  forming  the  eastern  boundary  or 

the  Gulf  of  Carthage.  There  are  stone  quarries  here,  of  the  greatest  extent 
as  well  as  antiquity.  Dr.  Barth  places  Megale-Polis  not  far  off  from  this 
spot,  on  the  same  western  face  of  the  projecting  land,  and  near  the  spot  af* 
terwards  called  Misua. 
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size  and  equipment  of  the  farm  buildings,  the  larg  outlay  for 
artificial  irrigation,  the  agreeable  country-houses  belonging  to 
wealthy  Carthaginians,  etc.,  all  excited  the  astonishment,  and 
stimulated  the  cupidity,  of  Agathokles  and  his  soldiers.  More¬ 
over,  the  towns  were  not  only  very  numerous,  but  all  open  and 
unfortified,  except  Carthage  itself  and  a  few  others  on  the  coast.1 

The  Carthaginians,  besides  having  little  fear  of  invasion  by 
sea,  were  disposed  to  mistrust  their  subject  cities,  which  they 
ruled  habitually  with  harshness  and  oppression.2  The  Liby- 
Phenicians  appear  to  have  been  unused  to  arms  —  a  race  of 
timid  cultivators  and  traffickers,  accustomed  to  subjection  and 
practised  in  the  deceit  necessary  for  lightening  it.3  Agathokles, 
having  marched  through  this  land  of  abundance,  assaulted  Me¬ 
galopolis  without  delay.  The  inhabitants,  unprepared  for  attack, 
distracted  with  surprise  and  terror,  made  little  resistance. 
Agathokles  easily  took  the  town,  abandoning  both  the  persons  of 


1  Justin,  xxii.  5.  “  Hue  accedere,  quod  urbes  castellaque  Africaa  not 

muris  cinetae,  non  in  montibus  positse  sint :  sed  in  planis  campis  sine  ulli* 
munimentis  jaceant:  quas  omnes  metu  excidii  facile  ad  belli  societatem 
perlici  posse.” 

8  Seven  centuries  and  more  after  these  events,  we  read  that  the  Vandal 
king  Genseric  conquered  Africa  from  the  Romans  —  and  that  he  demolish¬ 
ed  the  fortifications  of  all  the  other  towns  except  Carthage  alone  —  from 
the  like  feeling  of  mistrust.  This  demolition  materially  facilitated  the  con¬ 
quest  of  the  Vandal  kingdom  by  Belisarius,  two  generations  afterwards 
(Procopius,  Bell.  Vandal,  i.  5  ;  i.  15). 

3  Livy  (xxix.  25),  in  recounting  the  landing  of  Scipio  in  the  Carthagini¬ 
an  territory  in  the  latter  years  of  the  second  Punic  war,  says,  “  Emporia  ut 
peterent,  gubernatoribus  edixit.  Fertilissimus  ager,  eoque  abundans  omni¬ 
um  copia  rerum  est  regio,  et  imbelles  (quod  plerumque  in  uberi  agro  evenit) 
barbari  sunt :  priusque  quam  Carthagine  subveniretur,  opprimi  videbantur 
posse.” 

About  the  harshness  of  the  Carthaginian  rule  over  their  African  subjects, 
see  Diodor.  xv.  77  ;  Polyb.  i.  72.  In  reference  to  the  above  passage  of  Po 
lybius,  however,  we  ought  to  keep  in  mind  —  That  in  describing  this  harsh¬ 
ness,  he  speaks  with  express  and  exclusive  reference  to  the  conduct  of  the  Car¬ 
thaginians  towards  their  subjects  during  the  first  Punic  war  (against  Rome), 
when  the  Carthaginians  themselves  were  hard  pressed  by  the  Romans  and 
required  everything  that  they  could  lay  hands  upon  for  self-defence.  This 
passage  of  Polybius  has  been  sometimes  cited  as  if  it  attested  the  ordinary 
character  and  measure  of  Carthaginian  dominion  ■,  which  is  contrary  to  the 
intention  f  the  author. 

Vol.  12  18 
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the  inhabitants  and  all  the  rich  property  within,  to  his  soldiers ; 
who  enriched  themselves  with  a  prodigious  booty  both  from 
town  and  country  —  furniture,  cattle,  and  slaves.  From  hence 
he  advanced  farther  southward  to  the  town  called  Tunes  (the 
modern  Tunis,  at  the  distance  of  only  fourteen  miles  south  west 
of  Carthage  itself),  which  he  took  by  storm  in  like  manner.  He 
fortified  Tunes  as  a  permanent  position ;  but  he  kept  his  main 
force  united  in  camp,  knowing  well  that  he  should  presently  have 
an  imposing  army  against  him  in  the  field,  and  severe  battles  to 
fight.1 

The  Carthaginian  fleet  had  pursued  Agathokles  during  his 
crossing  from  Syracuse,  in  perfect  ignorance  of  his  plans.  When 
he  landed  in  Africa,  on  their  own  territory,  and  even  burnt  his 
fleet,  they  at  first  flattered  themselves  with  the  belief  that  they 
held  him  prisoner.  But  as  soon  as  they  saw  him  commence  his 
march  in  military  array  against  Megalopolis,  they  divined  his 
real  purposes,  and  were  filled  with  apprehension.  Carrying  off 
the  brazen  prow-ornaments  of  Iris  burnt  and  abandoned  ships, 
they  made  sail  for  Carthage,  sending  forward  a  swift  vessel  to 
communicate  first  what  had  occurred.  Before  this  vessel  ar¬ 
rived,  however,  the  landing  of  Agathokles  had  been  already 
made  known  at  Carthage,  where  it  excited  the  utmost  surprise 
and  consternation ;  since  no  one  supposed  that  he  could  have 
accomplished  such  an  adventure  without  having  previously  de¬ 
stroyed  the  Carthaginian  army  and  fleet  in  Sicily.  From  this 
extreme  dismay  they  were  presently  relieved  by  the  arrival  of 
the  messengers  from  their  fleet ;  whereby  they  learnt  the  real 


3  Diodor.  xx.  8.  Compare  Polybius,  i.  29,  where  he  describes  the  first 
invasion  of  the  Carthaginian  territory  by  the  Roman  consul  Regulus.  TunSs 
was  120  stadia  or  about  fourteen  miles  south-east  of  Carthage  (Polvb.  i. 
67).  The  Tab.  Peuting.  reckons  it  only  ten  miles.  It  was  made  the  cen¬ 
tra!  place  for  hostile  operations  against  Carthage  both  by  Regulus  in  the 
first  Punic  war  (Polyb.  i.  30).  — by  Matho  and  Spendius,  in  the  rebellion 
of  the  mercenary  soldiers  and  native  Africans  against  Carthage,  which  fol¬ 
lowed  on  the  close  of  the  first  Punic  war  (Polyb.  i.  73)  —  and  by  the  revolt¬ 
ed  Libyans  in  396  b  c.  (Diodor.  xiv.  77). 

Diodorus  places  Tunes  at  the  distance  of  2000  stadia  from  Carthage, 
which  must  undoubtedly  lies  mistake.  He  calls  it  White  Tunis {  an  epithet 
irawn  from  the  chalk  cliffs  adjoining. 
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state  of  affairs  in  "Sicily.  They  now  made  the  best  preparation 
in  their  power  to  resist  Agathokles.  Hanno  and  Bomilkar,  two 
men  of  leading  families,  were  named  generals  conjointly.  They 
were  bitter  political  rivals,  —  but  this  very  rivalry  was  by  some 
construed  as  an  advantage,  since  each  would  serve  as  a  check 
upon  the  other  and  as  a  guarantee  to  the  state ;  or,  what  is  mor« 
probable,  each  had  a  party  sufficiently  strong  to  prevent  the  sep¬ 
arate  election  of  the  other.1  These  two  generals,  unable  to  wait 
for  distant  succors,  led  out  the  native  forces  of  the  city,  stated  at 
40,000  infantry,  1000  cavalry,  derived  altogether  from  citizens 
and  residents  —  with  2000  war-chariots.  They  took  post  on  an 
eminence  (somewhere  between  Tunis  and  Carthage)  not  far 
from  Agathokles ;  Bomilkar  commanding  on  the  left,  where  the 
ground  was  so  difficult  that  he  was  unable  to  extend  his  front, 
and  was  obliged  to  admit  an  unusual  depth  of  files  ;  while  Hanno 
was  on  the  right,  having  in  his  front  rank  the  Sacred  Band  of 
Carthage,  a  corps  of  2500  distinguished  citizens,  better  armed 
and  braver  than  the  rest.  So  much  did  the  Carthaginians  out¬ 
number  the  invaders  —  and  so  confident  were  they  of  victory  — 
that  they  carried  with  them  20,000  pairs  of  handcuffs  for  their 
anticipated  prisoners.2 

Agathokles  placed  himself  on  the  left,  with  1000  chosen  hop- 
lites  round  him,  to  combat  the  Sacred  Band ;  the  command  of 
his  right  he  gave  to  his  son  Archagathus.  His  troops  —  Syra¬ 
cusans,  miscellaneous  mercenary  Greeks,  Campanians  or  Sam- 
nites,  Tuscans,  and  Gauls  —  scarcely  equalled  in  numbers  one- 


1  Diodor.  xx.  10. 

*  Diodor.  xx.  10-13.  See,  respecting  the  Sacred  Band  of  Carthage 
(which  was  nearly  cut  to  pieces  by  Timoleon  at  the  battle  of  the  Krimesus), 
Diodor.  xvi.  80,  81 ;  also  Vol.  XI.  of  this  History,  Chap,  lxxxv.  p.  171-177. 

The  amount  of  native  or  citizen-force  given  here  by  Diodorus  (40,000 
fbot  and  1000  horse)  seems  very  great.  Our  data  for  appreciating  it  however 
are  lamentably  scanty;  an:l  we  ought  to  expect  a  large  total.  The  popula¬ 
tion  of  Carthage  is  said  to  have  been  700.000  souls;  even  when  it  was  be¬ 
sieged  by  the  Homans  in  the  third  Punic  war,  and  when  its  power  was  pro¬ 
digiously  lessened  (Strabo,  xvii.  p.  833).  Its  military  magazines,  even  in 
that  reduced  condition,  were  enormous,  —  as  they  stood  immediately  pre¬ 
vious  to  their  being  given  up  to  the  Romans,  under  the  treacherous  delusions 
held  out  by  Rome 


VICTORY  OP  AGATHOKLES. 


41/ 


&alf  of  the  enemy.  Some  of  the  ships’  crews  were  even  without 
arms,  —  a  deficiency,  which  Agathokles  could  only  supply  in 
appearance,  by  giving  to  them  the  leather  cases  or  wrappers  of 
shields,  stretched  out  upon  sticks.  The  outstretched  wrappers 
thus  exhibited  looked  from  a  distance  like  shields ;  so  that  these 
men,  stationed  in  the  rear,  had  the  appearance  of  a  reserve  of 
hopiites.  As  the  soldiers  however  were  still  discouraged,  Agath¬ 
okles  tried  to  hearten  them  up  by  another  device  yet  more 
singular,  for  which  indeed  he  must  have  made  deliberate  pro¬ 
vision  beforehand.  In  various  parts  of  the  camp,  he  let  fly  a 
number  of  owls,  which  perched  upon  the  shields  and  helmets  of 
the  soldiers.  These  birds,  the  favorite  of  Athene,  were  supposed 
and  generally  asserted  to  promise  victory;  the  minds  of  the 
soldiers  are  reported  to  have  been  much  reassured  by  the  sight. 

The  Carthaginian  war-chariots  and  cavalry,  which  charged 
first,  made  little  or  no  impression ;  but  the  infantry  of  their  right 
pressed  the  Greeks  seriously.  Especially  Hanno,  with  the 
Sacred  Band  around  him,  behaved  with  the  utmost  bravery  and 
forwardness,  and  seemed  to  be  gaining  advantage,  when  he  waa 
unfortunately  slain.  His  death  not  only  discouraged  his  own 
troops,  but  became  fatal  to  the  army,  by  giving  opportunity  for 
treason  to  his  colleague  Bomilkar.  This  man  had  long  secretly 
meditated  the  project  of  rendering  himself  despot  of  Carthage. 
As  a  means  of  attaining  that  end,  he  deliberately  sought  to  bring 
reverses  upon  her;  and  no  sooner  had  he  heard  of  Hanno’s 
death,  than  he  gave  orders  for  his  own  wing  to  retreat.  The 
Sacred  Band,  though  fighting  with  unshaken  valor,  were  left 
unsupported,  attacked  in  rear  as  well  as  front,  and  compelled  to 
give  way  along  with  the  rest.  The  whole  Carthaginian  army 
was  defeated  and  driven  back  to  Carthage.  Their  camp  fell  into 
the  hands  of  Agathokles,  who  found  among  their  baggage  the 
very  handcuffs  which  they  had  brought  for  fettering  their  ex¬ 
pected  captives.1 

This  victory  made  Agathokles  for  the  time  master  of  the  open 
country.  He  transmitted  the  news  to  Sicily,  by  a  boat  of  thirty 


1  Diodor.  xx.  12.  The  loss  of  the  Carthaginians  was  differently  given  — » 
some  authors  stated  it  at  1000  men  — others  at  6000.  The  loss  in  theanaf 
nf  Agathokles  was  stated  at  200  men. 
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oars,  constructed  expressly  for  the  purpose  —  since  he  had  no 
ships  of  his  own  remaining.  Having  fortified  Tunes  and  estab¬ 
lished  it  as  his  central  position,  he  commenced  operations  along 
the  eastern  coast  (Zeugitana  and  Byzakium,  as  the  northern  and 
southern  portions  of  it  were  afterwards  denominated  by  the 
Romans)  against  the  towns  dependent  on  Carthage.1 

In  that  city,  meanwhile,  all  was  terror  and  despondency  in 
consequence  of  the  recent  defeat.  It  was  well  known  that  the 
African  subjects  generally  entertained  nothing  but  fear  and 
hatred  towards  the  reigning  city.  Neither  the  native  Libyans  or 
Africans,  —  nor  the  mixed  race  called  Liby-Phcenicians,  who 
inhabited  the  towns2  —  could  be  depended  on  if  their  services 
were  really  needed.  The  distress  of  the  Carthaginians  took  the 
form  of  religious  fears  and  repentance.  They  looked  back  with 
remorse  on  the  impiety  of  their  past  lives,  and  on  their  omissions 
of  duty  towards  the  gods.  To  the  Tyrian  Herakles,  they  had 
been  slack  in  transmitting  the  dues  and  presents  required  by 
their  religion ;  a  backwardness  which  they  now  endeavored  to 
make  up  by  sending  envoys  to  Tyre,  with  prayers  and  supplica¬ 
tions,  with  rich  presents,  and  especially  with  models  in  gold  and 
silver  of  their  sacred  temples  and  shrines.  Towards  Kronus,  or 
Moloch,  they  also  felt  that  they  had  conducted  themselves  sinfully. 
The  worship  acceptable  to  that  god  required  the  sacrifice  of 
young  children,  born  of  free  and  opulent  parents,  and  even  the 
choice  child  of  the  family.  But  it  was  now  found  out,  on  inves¬ 
tigation,  that  many  parents  had  recently  put  a  fraud  upon  the 
god,  by  surreptitiously  buying  poor,  children,  feeding  them  well, 
and  then  sacrificing  them  as  their  own.  This  discovery  seemed 
at  once  to  explain  why  Kronus  had  become  offended,  and  what 
had  brought  upon  them  the  recent  defeat.  They  made  an  em¬ 
phatic  atonement,  by  selecting  200  children  from  the  most  illus¬ 
trious  families  in  Carthage,  and  offering  them  up  to  Kronus  at  a 
great  public  sacrifice ;  besides  which,  300  parents,  finding  them¬ 
selves  denounced  for  similar  omissions  in  the  past,  displayed 
their  repentance  by  voluntarily  immolating  their  own  children 
for  the  public  safety.  The  statue  of  Kronus,  —  placed  with  out¬ 
stretched  hands  to  receive  the  victim  tendered  to  him,  with  fire 


1  Biodor,  xx  17. 


2  Diodor.  xx.  55. 


HUMAN  SACRIFICE. 


419 


immediately  underneath  —  was  fed  on  that  solemnity  certainly 
with  200,  and  probably  with  500,  living  children.*  By  this 
monstrous  holocaust  the  full  religious  duty  being  discharged,  and 
forgiveness  obtained  from  the  god,  the  mental  distress  of  the  Car¬ 
thaginians  was  healed. 

Having  thus  relieved  their  consciences  on  the  score  of  reli¬ 
gious  obligation,  the  Carthaginians  despatched  envoys  to  Hamil- 
kar  in  Sicily,  acquainting  him  with  the  recent  calamity,  desiring 
him  to  send  a  reinforcement,  and  transmitting  to  him  the  brazen 
prow  ornaments  taken  from  the  ships  of  Agathokles.  They  at 
the  same  time  equipped  a  fresh  army,  with  which  they  marched 
forth  to  attack  Tunes.  Agathokles  had  fortified  that  town,  and 
established  a  strong  camp  before  it ;  but  he  had  withdrawn  his 
main  force  to  prosecute  operations  against  the  maritime  towns  on 


*  Diodor.  xx  14.  # tlCjvto  ds  /cat  rbv  Kpovov  avroig  Ivavriovoftat,  kct&S- 

oov  ev  rolg  epnpocr&ev  xP^votg  dvovreg  rovrcp  rip  <u>v  view  rovg  Kpartc- 

Tovg,  vorepov  divovpevoi  kadpa  n aldag  nal  dpbpavreg  enepnov  enl  ttjv 
oiav  Koi  C,7]Trj!ye(j) g  yevupevrjg,  evpe&rjauv  rive?  rCiv  ica^iepovpyr/pevuv  vnofio- 
kipalot  yeyovoreg •  tovtuv  de  kapovrec  evvocav ,  nal  roi)g  icokepiovg  npog  rolg 
reixraiv  dpuvreg  arpaTonedevovrag,  kdeiatpaipovovv  wc  tcaTakekv/coreg  rag 
narpiovg  tuv  &e£)v  npag"  dtop&cjoao&ai  de  Tag  dyvoiag  onevdovreg,  diaico- 
ciovg  pev  tojv  enipaveoTaTuv  n aiduv  nponpivavreg  e&vaav  6 r/poaia'  akkoi  d' 
iv  dia^okaig  ovreg,  iaovaiug  kavrovg  edoaav ,  ova  ekarrovg  ovreg  rpianooiuv' 
r/v  de  nap’  avroig  uvdpiag  Kpovov  x^knovg,  iKreraKug  rag  xe<-PaS  bn Hag 
kyaenkipevag  knl  rgv  yf/v ,  uare  top  eniredevra  ruv  naidov  anoKvkiec&ai 
nal  ninretv  elg  ri  opa  nkrjpeg  nvpdg.  Compare  Festus  ap.  Lactantium, 
Inst.  Div.  i.  21  j  Justin,  xviii.  6,  12. 

In  this  remarkable  passage  (the  more  remarkable  because  so  little 
information  concerning  Carthaginian  antiquity  has  reached  us),  one  clause 
<s  not  perfectly  clear,  respecting  the  three  hundred  who  are  said  to  have 
voluntarily  given  themselves  up.  Diodorus  means  (I  apprehend)  as  Eusebius 
understood  it,  that  these  were  fathers  who  gave  up  their  children  (not  them¬ 
selves)  to  be  sacrificed.  The  victims  here  mentioned  as  sacrificed  to 
Kronus  were  children,  not  adults  (compare  Diodor.  xiii.  86):  nothing  is 
here  said  about  adult  victims.  Wesseling  in  his  note  adheres  to  the  literal 
meaning  of  the  words,  dissenting  from  Eusebius  :  but  I  think  that  the  literal 
meaning  is  less  in  harmony  with  the  general  tenor  of  the  paragraph 
Instances  of  self-devotion,  by  persons  torn  with  remorse,  are  indeed  men¬ 
tioned:  see  the  case  of  Imilkon,  Diodor.  xiv.  76;  Justin,  xix.  3. 

We  read  in  the  Fragment  of  Ennius — “Poem  sunt  solid  sues  sacrifi- 
care  puellos  ”  see  the  chaDter  iv  of  Miinter’s  work,  Religion  der  Kartha- 
ger,  on  this  subject. 
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the  eastern  coast  of  the  territory  of  Carthage.  Among  these 
towns,  he  first  attacked  Neapolis  with  success,  granting  to  the 
inhabitants  favorable  terms.  He  then  advanced  farther  south¬ 
wards  towards  Adrumetum,  of  which  he  commenced  the  siege, 
with  the  assistance  of  a  neighboring  Libyan  prince  named 
Elymas,  who  now  joined  him.  While  Agathokles  was  engaged 
in  the  siege  of  Adrumetum,  the  Carthaginians  attacked  his  posi¬ 
tion  at  Tunes,  drove  his  soldiers  out  of  the  fortified  camp  into 
the  town,  and  began  to  batter  the  defences  of  the  town  itself. 
Apprised  of  this  danger  while  besieging  Adrumetum,  but  never¬ 
theless  reluctant  to  raise  the  siege,  —  Agathokles  left  his  main 
army  before  it,  stole  away  with  only  a  few  soldiers  and  some 
camp-followers,  and  conducting  them  to  an  elevated  spot  —  half¬ 
way  between  Adrumetum  and  Tunes,  yet  visible  from  both  — 
he  caused  them  to  kindle  at  night  upon  this  eminence  a  pro¬ 
digious  number  of  fires.1  The  effect  of  these  fires,  seen  from 
Adrumetum  on  one  side  and  from  Tunes  on  the  other,  was,  to 
produce  the  utmost  terror  at  both  places.  The  Carthaginians 
besieging  Tunes  fancied  that  Agathokles  with  his  whole  army 
was  coming  to  attack  them,  and  forthwith  abandoned  the  siege 
in  disorder,  leaving  their  engines  behind.  The  defenders  of 
Adrumetum,  interpreting  these  fires  as  evidence  of  a  large  rein¬ 
forcement  on  its  way  to  join  the  besieging  army,  were  so  dis¬ 
couraged  that  they  surrendered  the  town  on  capitulation.2 


*  Diodor.  xx.  17.  hadpa  Trpoorildev  km  nva  tottov  bpeivov,  5dev  b pda- 
da  i  6  v  v  a  r  d  v  fy  v  abrbv  vir  d  T(bv’A.dpv/uT/riv£)v  k  a  l  r  uv  K  a  p- 
XV  6 o  viuv  t  Cjv  T  v  vrj  r  a  iroTiiopKOVuTuv  vvurbc  <J£  owratjac  rot ( 
GTpaTiG)raLg  kn  l  7to?lvv  tottov  Trvpd  Kale  tv,  do£av  hr  o'tvcse,  ro?f  pev  K  apxV‘ 
bovlotg,  wf  pETu.  peyakvQ  bwapetog  bir'  avrovc  tt opevopevoq,  Tote  be  Trollop- 
Kovpevotr;,  alive  dwapeut;  adpdf  ro?f  Tro'hepiois  etc  ovppax'tw  napaye- 
yevvpevvs. 

2  Diodor,  xx  17  The  incident  here  recounted  by  Diodorus  is  curious, 
but  quite  distinct  and  intelligible.  He  had  good  authorities  before  him  in 
his  history  of  Agathokles.  Jrtrue,  it  affords  an  evidence  for  determining, 
within  some  limits,  the  site  of  the  ancient  Adrumetum,  which  Mannert  and 
Shaw  place  at  Herkla  —  while  Forbiger  and  Dr.  Barth  put  it  near  the  site 
of  the  modern  port  called  Susa,  still  more  to  the  southward,  and  at  a  pro 
digious  distance  from  Tunis.  Other  authors  have  placed  it  at  Hamamat, 
more  to  the  northward  than  Herkla,  and  nearer  to  Tunis. 

Of  these  three  sites,  Hamamat  is  the  only  ore  which  will  consist  witfe 
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By  this  same  stratagem  —  if  the  narrative  can  be  trusted  — 
Agathokles  both  relieved  Tunes,  and  acquired  possession  of 
Adrumetum.  Pushing  his  conquests  yet  farther  south,  he  be¬ 
sieged  and  took  Thapsus,  with  several  other  towns  on  the  coast 
to  a  considerable  distance  southward.1  He  also  occupied  and 
fortified  the  important  position  called  Aspis,  on  the  south-east  of 
the  headland  Cape  Bon,  and  not  far  distant  from  it ;  a  point  con¬ 
venient  for  maritime  communication  with  Sicily.2 

By  a  series  of  such  acquisitions,  comprising  in  all  not  less  than 
200  dependencies  of  Carthage,  Agathokles  became  master  along 
the  eastern  coast.8  He  next  endeavored  to  subdue  the  towns  in 


the  narrative  of  Diodorus.  Both  the  others  are  too  distant.  Hamaraat  is 
about  forty-eight  English  miles  from  Tunis  (see  Barth,  p.  184,  with  his 
note).  This  is  as  great  a  distance  (if  not  too  great)  as  can  possibly  be 
admitted  ;  both  Herkla  and  Susa  are  very  much  more  distant,  and  there¬ 
fore  out  of  the  question. 

Nevertheless,  the  other  evidence  known  to  us  tends  apparently  to  place 
Adrumetum  at  Susa,  and  not  at  Hamamat  (see  Barth,  p.  142-154;  Forbi- 
ger,  Ilandb.  Geog.  p.  845).  It  is  therefore  probable  that  the  narrative  of 
Diodorus  is  not  true,  or  must  apply  to  some  other  place  on  the  coast  (pos¬ 
sibly  Neapolis,  the  modern  Nabel)  taken  by  Agathokles,  and  not  to  Adru- 
aaetum.  t  1  Diodor.  xx.  17. 

*  Strabo,  xvii.  p.  834.  Solinus  (c.  30)  talks  of  Aspis  as  founded  by  the 
Siculi.  Aspis  (called  by  the  Romans  Clypea),  being  on  the  eastern  side  of 
Cape  Bon.  was  more  convenient  for  communication  with  Sicily  than 
either  Carthage,  or  Tunis,  or  any  part  of  the  Gulf  of  Carthage,  which  was 
on  the  western  side  of  Cape  Bon.  To  get  round  that  headland  is,  even 
at  the  present  day,  a  difficult  and  uncertain  enterprise  for  navigators :  see 
the  remarks  of  Dr.  Barth,  founded  partly  on  his  own  personal  experience 
(Wanderungen  auf  den  Kdstenlandern  des  Mittelmeeres,  i.  p.  196).  A 
ship  coming  from  Sicily  to  Aspis  was  not  under  the  necessity  of  getting 
round  the  headland. 

In  the  case  of  Agathokles,  there  was  a  farther  reason  for  establishing  his 
maritime  position  at  Aspis.  The  Carthaginian  fleet  was  superior  to  him  at 
sea;  accordingly  they  could  easily  interrupt  his  maritime  communication 
from  Sicily  with  Tunis,  or  with  any  point  in  the  Gulf  of  Carthage.  But  it 
was  not  so  easy  for  them  to  watch  the  coast  at  Aspis ;  for  in  order  to  do 
this,  they  must  get  from  the  Gulf  round  to  Cape  Bon. 

3  Diodor.  xx.  17.  The  Roman  consul  Regulus,  when  he  invaded  Africa 
during  the  first  Punic  war,  is  said  to  have  acquired,  either  by  capture  ot 
voluntary  adhesion,  two  hundred  dependent  cities  of  Carthage  (Appian, 
Punica,  c.  3)* *  Respecting  the  prodigious  number  of  towns  in  Northern 
Africa,  see  the  very  learned  and  instructive  work  of  Movers,  Die  Phonikicr 
VOL.  xii.  36 
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the  interior,  into  "which  he  advanced  as  far  as  several  days' 
search.  But  he  was  recalled  by  intelligence  from  his  soldiers  at 
Tunes,  that  the  Carthaginians  had  marched  out  again  to  attack 
them,  and  had  already  retaken  some  of  his  conquests.  Return¬ 
ing  suddenly  by  forced  marches,  he  came  upon  them  by  surprise, 
and  drove  in  their  advanced  parties  with  considerable  loss; 
while  he  also  gained  an  important  victory  over  the  Libyan 
prince  Elymas,  who  had  rejoined  the  Carthaginians,  but  was  now 
defeated  and  slain.1  The  Carthaginians,  however,  though  thus 
again  humbled  and  discouraged,  still  maintained  the  field, 
strongly  entrenched,  between  Carthage  and  Tunes. 

Meanwhile  the  affairs  of  Agathokles  at  Syracuse  had  taken  & 
turn  unexpectedly  favorable.  He  had  left  that  city  blocked  up 
partially  by  sea  and  with  a  victorious  enemy  encamped  near  it; 
so  that  supplies  found  admission  with  difficulty.  In  this  condi¬ 
tion,  Hamilkar,  commander  of  the  Carthaginian  army,  received 
from  Carthage  the  messengers  announcing  their  recent  defeat  in 
Africa ;  yet  also  bringing  the  brazen  prow  ornaments  takea 
from  the  ships  of  Agathokles.  He  ordered  the  envoys  to  con¬ 
ceal  the  real  truth,  and  to  spread  abroad  news  that  Agathokles 
had  been  destroyed  with  his  armament ;  in  proof  of  which  he 
produced  the  prow  ornaments,  —  an  undoubted  evidence  that  the 
ships  had  really  been  destroyed.  Sending  envoys  with  these 
evidences  into  Syracuse,  to  be  exhibited  to  Antander,  and  the 
other  authorities,  Hamilkar  demanded  from  them  the  surrender 
of  the  city,  under  promise  of  safety  and  favorable  terms ;  at  the 
same  time  marching  his  army  close  up  to  it,  with  the  view  of 
making  an  attack.  Antander  with  others,  believing  the  infor¬ 
mation  and  despairing  of  successful  resistance,  were  disposed  to 
comply  ;  but  Erymnon  the  iEtolian  insisted  on  holding  out  until 


vol  11.  p  454  seqq.  Even  a*;  the  commencement  of  the  third  Punic  war, 
when  Carthage  was  so  much  reduced  in  power,  she  had  still  three  hundred 
cities  in  Libya  (Strabo,  xvii.  p  833).  It  must  be  confessed  that  the  name 
cities  or  towns  (n- oAeic)  was  used  by  some  authors  very  vaguely.  Thus 
Posidonius  ridiculed  the  affirmation  of  Polybius  (Strabo,  iii.  p.  162),  that 
Tiberius  Gracchus  had  destroyed  three  hundred  ir62,ei(  of  the  Ceitiberians ; 
Strabo  censures  others  who  spoke  of  one  thousand  m  /Uic  of  the  lberiaoa 
Such  a  number  could  only  be  made  good  by  including  large  xojfiai. 

1  Diodor.  xx.  17,  IS 
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they  had  fuller  certainty.  This  resolution  Antander  adopted. 
At  the  same  time,  mistrusting  those  citizens  of  Syracuse  who 
were  relatives  or  friends  of  the  exiles  without,  he  ordered  them 
all  to  leave  the  city  immediately,  with  their  wives  and  families. 
No  less  than  8000  persons  were  .expelled  under  this  mandate. 
They  were  consigned  to  the  mercy  of  Hamilkar,  and  his  army 
without ;  who  not  only  suffered  them  to  pass,  but  treated  them 
with  kindness.  Syracuse  was  now  a  scene  of  aggravated 
wretchedness  and  despondency ;  not  less  from  this  late  calami¬ 
tous  expulsion,  than  from  the  grief  of  those  who  believed  that 
their  relatives  in  Africa  had  perished  with  Agathokles.  Hamil¬ 
kar  had  brought  up  his  battering-engines,  and  was  preparing  to 
assault  the  town,  when  Nearchus,  the  messenger  from  Agath¬ 
okles,  arrived  from  Africa  after  a  voyage  of  five  days,  having 
under  favor  of  darkness  escaped,  though  only  just  escaped,  the 
blockading  squadron.  From  him  the  Syracusan  government 
learnt  the  real  truth,  and  the  victorious  position  of  Agathokles. 
There  was  no  farther  talk  of  capitulation  ;  Hamilkar  —  having 
tried  a  partial  assault,  which  was  vigorously  repulsed,  —  with¬ 
drew  his  army,  and  detached  from  it  a  reinforcement  of  5000 
men  to  the  aid  of  his  countrymen  in  Africa.1 

During  some  months,  he  seems  to  have  employed  himself  in 
partial  operations  for  extending  the  Carthaginian  dominion 
throughout  Sicily.  But  at  length  he  concerted  measures  with 
the  Syracusan  exile  Deinokrates,  who  was  at  the  head  of  a  nu¬ 
merous  body  of  his  exiled  countrymen,  for  a  renewed  attack  upon 
Syracuse.  His  fleet  already  blockaded  the  harbor,  and  he  now 
with  his  army,  stated  as  120,000  men,  destroyed  the  neighbor¬ 
ing  lands,  hoping  to  starve  out  the  inhabitants.  Approaching 
close  to  the  walls  of  the  city,  he  occupied  the  Olympieion,  or 
temple  of  Zeus  Olympius,  near  the  river  Anapus  and  the  inte¬ 
rior  coast  of  the  Great  Harbor.  From  hence  —  probably  under 
the  conduct  of  Deinokrates  and  the  other  exiles,  well-acquainted 
with  the  ground  —  he  undertook  by  a  night-march  to  ascend  the 
circuitous  and  difficult  mountain  track,  for  the  purpose  of  sur¬ 
prising  the  fort  called  Euryalus,  at  the  highest  point  of  Epipolae, 


1  Diodor.  xx.  15,  16. 
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and  the  western  apex  of  the  Syracusan  lines  of  fortification 
This  was  the  same  enterprise,  at  the  same  hour,  and  with  the 
same  main  purpose,  as  that  of  Demosthenes  during  the  Athenian 
siege,  after  he  had  brought  the  second  armament  from  Athens  to 
the  relief  of  Nikias.‘  Even  Demosthenes,  though  conducting 
his  march  with  greater  precaution  than  Hamilkar,  and  successful 
in  surprising  the  fort  of  Euryalus,  had  been  driven  down  again 
with  disastrous  loss.  Moreover,  since  his  time,  this  fort  Eury- 
alus,  instead  of  being  left  detached,  had  been  embodied  by  the 
elder  Dionysius  as  an  integral  portion  of  the  fortifications  of  the 
city.  It  formed  the  apex  or  point  of  junction  for  the  two  con¬ 
verging  walls — -one  skirting  the  northern  cliff,  the  other  the 
southern  cliff,  of  Epipolse.2  The  surprise  intended  by  Hamii- 
kar  —  difficult  in  the  extreme,  if  at  all  practicable  —  seems  to 
have  been  unskilfully  conducted.  It  was  attempted  with  a  con¬ 
fused  multitude,  incapable  of  that  steady  order  requisite  for 
night-movements.  Iiis  troops,  losing  their  way  in  the  darkness, 
straggled,  and  even  mistook  each  other  for  enemies ;  while  the 
Syracusan  guards  from  Euryalus,  alarmed  by  the  noise,  attacked 
them  vigorously  and  put  them  to  the  rout.  Their  loss,  in  trying 
to  escape  down  the  steep  declivity,  was  prodigious ;  and  Hamil¬ 
kar  himself,  making  brave  efforts  to  rally  them,  became  pris¬ 
oner  to  the  Syracusans.  What  lent  peculiar  interest  to  this  in 
cident,  in  the  eyes  of  a  pious  Greek,  was  that  it  served  to  illus¬ 
trate  and  confirm  the  truth  of  prophecy.  Hamilkar  had  been 
assured  by  a  prophet  that  he  would  sup  that  night  in  Syracuse ; 
and  this  assurance  had  in  part  emboldened  him  to  the  attack, 
since  he  naturally  calculated  on  entering  the  city  as  a  conqueror.* * 
He  did  indeed  take  his  evening  meal  in  Syracuse,  literally  ful¬ 
filling  the  augury.  Immediately  after  it,  he  was  handed  over  to 
the  relatives  of  the  slain,  who  first  paraded  him  through  the  city 


*  See  Vol.  VII.  Ch.  ix.  p.  304  of  this  History. 

*  For  a  description  of  the  fortifications  added  to  Syracuse  by  the  elder 
Dionysius,  see  Vol.  X.  Ch.  Ixxxii.  p.  499  of  this  History. 

3  Diodor.  xx.  29,  30.  Cicero  (Bivinat.  i.  24)  notices  this  prophecj  and 
Its  manner  of  fulfilment;  but  he  gives  a  somewhat  different  version  of 
the  events  preceding  the  capture  of  Hamilkar. 
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In  chains,  then  inflicted  on  him  the  worst  tortures,  and  lastly 
killed  him.  His  head  was  cut  off  and  sent  to  Africa.1 

The  loss  and  humiliation  sustained  in  this  repulse  —  together 
with  the  death  of  Hamilkar,  and  the  discord  ensuing  between 
the  exiles  under  Deinokrates  and  the  Carthaginian  soldiers  — 
completely  broke  up  the  besieging  army.  At  the  same  time,  the 
Agrigentines,  profiting  by  the  depression  both  of  Carthaginians 
and  exiles,  stood  forward  publicly,  proclaiming  themselves  as 
champions  of  the  cause  of  autonomous  city  government  through¬ 
out  Sicily,  under  their  own  presidency,  against  both  the  Cartha¬ 
ginians  on  one  side,  and  the  despot  Agathokles  on  the  other. 
They  chose  for  their  general  a  citizen  named  Xenodokus,  who 
set  himself  with  vigor  to  the  task  of  expelling  everywhere  the 
mercenary  garrisons  which  held  the  cities  in  subjection.  He  be¬ 
gan.  first  with  Gela,  the  city  immediately  adjoining  Agrigentum, 
found  a  party  of  the  citizens  disposed  to  aid  him,  and  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  them,  overthrew  the  Agatboklean  garrison.  The  Ge- 
loans,  thus  liberated,  seconded  cordially  his  efforts  to  extend  the 
like  benefits  to  others.  The  popular  banner  proclaimed  by  Agri¬ 
gentum  proved  so  welcome,  that  many  cities  eagerly  invited  her 
aid  to  shake  off  the  yoke  of  the  soldiery  in  their  respective  cita¬ 
dels,  and  regain  their  free  governments.2 * 4  Enna,  Erbessus, 
Echetla,8  Leontini,  and  Kamarina,  were  all  thus  relieved  from 
the  dominion  of  Agathokles  ;  while  other  cities  were  in  like  man¬ 
ner  emancipated  from  the  sway  of  the  Carthaginians  ;  and  joined 
the  Agrigentine  confederacy.  The  Agathoklean  government  at 
Syracuse  was  not  strong  enough  to  resist  such  spirited  manifesta¬ 
tions.  Syracuse  still  continued  to  be  blocked  up  by  the  Cartha¬ 
ginian  fleet ;  though  the  blockade  was  less  efficacious,  and  sup¬ 
plies  were  now  introduced  more  abundantly  than  before.1 


1  Diodor.  xx.  30.  rbv  6 ’  ovv  'A/z^/cav  oi  tuv  a.'Ko'hu'koTuv  avyyeveiq  deds 
(levov  ayayovrec  dm  rf/f  tto^eu^,  nal  detvalc  ainiaig  /cor’  avrov  xpV^bHEVot^ 
fiETd.  rf/g  koxuTf}Q  v(3pew(;  avelTiov . 

2  Diodor.  xx.  31.  diafloTjdELaric  6e  tt/s  tuv  ’ AKpayavrivuv  kTuflohrjg 
iratxav,  tt/v  vf/aov ,  kvEtzEOEV  bpprj  rale  Trb'kEOL  irpoq  tt/v  EXev&spiav. 

*  Enna  is  nearly  in  the  centre  of  Sicily ;  Erbessus  is  not  far  to  the  north¬ 
east  of  Agrigentum;  Echetla  is  placed  by  Polybius  (i.  15)  midway  between 
the  domain  of  Syracuse  and  that  of  Carthage 

4  Diodor.  xx.  32. 
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The  ascendency  of  Agathokles  was  thus  rather  on  the  wane 
in  Sicily  :  but  in  Africa,  he  had  become  more  powerful  than  ever 
—  not  without  perilous  hazards  which  brought  him  occasionally 
to  the  brink  of  ruin.  On  receiving  from  Syracuse  the  head  of 
the  captive  Hamilkar,  he  rode  forth  close  to  the  camp  of  the 
Carthaginians,  and  held  it  up  to  their  view  in  triumph ;  they 
made  respectful  prostration  before  it,  but  the  sight  was  astounding 
and  mournful  to  them.1  While  they  were  thus  in  despondency, 
however,  a  strange  vicissitude  was  on  the  point  of  putting  their 
enemy  into  their  hands.  A  violent  mutiny  broke  out  in  the  camp 
of  Agathokles  at  Tunes,  arising  out  of  a  drunken  altercation  be¬ 
tween  his  son  Archagathus  and  an  iEtolian  officer  named  Ly- 
kiskus ;  which  ended  in  the  murder  of  the  latter  by  the  former. 
The  comrades  of  Lykiskus  rose  in  arms  with  fury  to  avenge  him, 
calling  for  the  head  of  Archagathus.  They  found  sympathy 
with  the  whole  army  ;  who  seized  the  opportunity  of  demanding 
their  arrears  of  outstanding  pay,  chose  new  generals,  and  took 
regular  possession  of  Tunes  with  its  defensive  works.  The  Car¬ 
thaginians,  informed  of  this  outbreak,  immediately  sent  envoys 
to  treat  with  the  mutineers,  offering  to  them  large  presents  and 
double  pay  in  the  service  of  Carthage.  Their  offer  was  at  first 
so  favorably  entertained,  that  the  envoys  returned  with  confident 
hopes  of  success  ;  when  Agathokles,  as  a  last  resource,  clothed 
himself  in  mean  garb,  and  threw  himself  on  the  mercy  of  the 
soldiers.  He  addressed  them  in  a  pathetic  appeal,  imploring 
them  not  to  desert  him,  and  even  drew  his  sword  to  kill  himself 
before  their  faces.  With  such  art  did  he  manage  this  scene,  that 
the  feelings  of  the  soldiers  underwent  a  sudden  and  complete  re¬ 
volution.  They  not  only  became  reconciled  to  him,  but  even 
greeted  him  with  enthusiasm,  calling  on  him  to  resume  the  dress 
and  functions  of  general,  and  promising  unabated  obedience  for 
the  future.2  Agathokles  gladly  obeyed  the  call,  and  took  advan- 


1  Diodor.  xx.  33.  ol  de  K apxydovim,  nepiahyeic  yevopevoi ,  nat  /3apf3api - 
x&g  7r pooKvvpoavTec,  etc. 

2  Compare  the  description  in  Tacitus,  Hist.  ii.  29,  of  the  mutiny  in  the 
\itellian  army  commanded  by  Fabius  Valeris,  at  Ticinum. 

“  Postquam  immissis  lictoribus,  Valens  coercere  seditionem.  cceptabat, 
.psum  invadunt  ( milites )  saxa  jaciunt,  fugientem  sequuntur.  —  Valeng, 
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fcage  of  their  rene  ved  ardor  to  attack  •  forthwith  the  Carthagini¬ 
ans  ;  who,  expecting  nothing  less,  were  defeated  with  considers 
ble  loss.1 

In  spite  of  this  check,  the  Carthaginians  presently  sent  a  con¬ 
siderable  force  into  the  interior,  for  the  purpose  of  reconquering 
or  regaining  the  disaffected  Numidian  tribes.  They  met  with 
good  success  in  this  enterprise ;  but  the  Numidians  were  in  the 
main  faithless  and  indifferent  to  both  the  beligerents,  seeking  only 
to  turn  the  war  to  their  own  profit.  Agathokles,  leaving  his  son 
in  command  at  Tunes,  followed  the  Carthaginians  into  the  inte¬ 
rior  with  a  large  portion  of  his  army.  The  Carthaginian  generals 
were  cautious,  and  kept  themselves  in  strong  position.  Never¬ 
theless  Agathokles  felt  confident  enough  to  assail  them  in  their 
camp ;  and  after  great  effort,  with  severe  loss  on  his  own  side, 
he  gained  an  indecisive  victory.  This  advantage  however  was 
countervailed  by  the  fact,  that  during  the  action  the  Numidians 
assailed  his  camp,  slew  all  the  defenders,  and  carried  off  nearly 
all  the  slaves  and  baggage.  The  loss  on  the  Carthaginian  side 
fell  most  severely  upon  the  Greek  soldiers  in  their  pay ;  most  of 
them  exiles  under  Klinon,  and  some  Syracusan  exiles.  These 
men  behaved  with  signal  gallantry,  and  were  nearly  all  slain, 
either  during  the  battle  or  after  the  battle,  by  Agathokles.9 

It  had  now  become  manifest,  however,  to  this  daring  invader, 
that  the  force  of  resistance  possessed  by  Carthage  was  more  than 
he  could  overcome  —  that  though  humbling  and  impoverishing 
her  for  the  moment,  he  could  not  bring  the  war  to  a  triumphant 
close ;  since  the  city  itself,  occupying  the  isthmus  of  a  peninsula 
from  sea  to  sea,  and  surrounded  with  the  strongest  fortifications, 
could  not  be  besieged  except  by  means  far  superior  to  his,8  We 


servili  veste,  apud  decurionem  equitum  tegebatur/’  (Pesently  the  feeling 
changes,  by  the  adroit  management  of  Alphenus  Varus,  prefect  of  the  camp) 
—  then,  “  silentio,  patientia,  postremo  precibus  et  lacyrmis,  veniam  quaere- 
bant.  Ut  vero  deformis  et  flens,  et  praeter  spem  incolumis  Valens  processit, 
gaudium,  miseratio,  favor  :  versi  in  laetitiam  (ut  est  vulgus  utroque  immodi- 
cum)  laudantes  gratantesque  circumdatum  aquilis  signisque,  in  tribunal 
ferunt.” 

1  Diodor.  xx.  34.  2  Diodor.  xx.  39 

*  Diodor.  xx.  59  'O  6e  rij(  7roAfG>c  ova  rjv  kiv6vvo{ ■,  uTrpooirov  rrjr 
oi(rr]<;  d/.u  rrjv  unu  ~uv  rei^cjv  nai  rr/ c  o^vpoTTjTa. 
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have  already  seen,  that  though  he  had  gained  victories  and 
seized  rich  plunder,  he  had  not  been  able  to  provide  even  regular 
pay  for  his  soldiers,  whose  fidelity  was  consequently  precarious. 
Nor  could  he  expect  reinforcements  from  Sicily ;  where  his  power 
was  on  the  whole  declining,  though  Syracuse  itself  was  in  less 
danger  than  before.  He  therefore  resolved  to  invoke  aid  from 
Ophelias  at  Kyrene  and  despatched  Orthon  as  envoy  for  that 
purpose.1 

To  Kyrene  and  what  was  afterwards  called  its  Pentapolis  (i. 
e.  the  five  neighboring  Grecian  towns,  Kyrene,  its  port  Apollo- 
nia,  Barka,  Teucheira,  and  Hesperides),  an  earlier  chapter  of 
this  history  has  already  been  devoted.2 *  Unfortunately  informa¬ 
tion  respecting  them,  for  a  century  and  more  anterior  to  Alexan¬ 
der  the  Great,  is  almost  wholly  wanting.  Established  among  a 
Libyan  population,  many  of  whom  were  domiciliated  with  the 
Greeks  as  fellow-residents,  these  Kyreneans  had  imbibed  many 
Libyan  habits  in  war,  in  peace,  and  in  religion ;  of  which  their 
fine  breed  of  horses,  employed  both  for  the  festival  chariot- 
matches  and  in  battle,  was  one  example.  The  Libyan  tribes, 
useful  as  neighbors,  servants,  and  customers,8  were  frequently 
also  troublesome  as  enemies.  In  413  b.  c.  we  hear  accidentally 
that  Hesperides  was  besieged  by  Libyan  tribes,  and  rescued  by 
some  Peloponnesian  hoplites  on  their  way  to  Syracuse  during  the 
Athenian  siege.4  About  401  b.  c.  (shortly  after  the  close  of  the 
Peloponnesian  war),  the  same  city  was  again  so  hard  pressed  by 
the  same  enemies,  that  she  threw  open  her  citizenship  to  any 
Greek  new-comer  who  would  aid  in- repelling  them.  This  invi¬ 
tation  was  accepted  by  several  of  the  Messenians,  just  then  ex¬ 
pelled  from  Peloponnesus,  and  proscribed  by  the  Spartans ;  they 
went  to  Africa,  but,  becoming  involved  in  intestine  warfare 
among  the  citizens  of  Kyrene,  a  large  proportion  of  them  per¬ 
ished.5  Except  these  scanty  notices,  we  hear  nothing  about  the 
Greco-Libyan  Pentapolis  in  relation  to  Grecian  affairs,  before 

1  Diodor.  xx.  4(? 

2  See  Yol.  IV  Ch  xxvii.  p.  29-49. 

*  See  Isokrates,  Or.  iv.  (Philipp.)  s.  6,  where  he  speaks  of  Kyrene  as  a 
•pot  judiciously  chosen  for  colonization  ;  the  natives  near  it  being  not  dan¬ 
gerous,  but  suited  for  obedient  neighbors  and  slaves. 

4  Thucyd.  vii.  50.  .  ‘Pausan.  iv.  26;  Diodor,  xiv  34 
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tiie  time  of  Alexander.  It  would  appear  that  the  trade  with  th« 
native  African  tribes,  between  the  Gulfs  called  the  Greater  and 
Lesser  Syrtis,  was  divided  between  Kyrene  (meaning  the  Kyr-a- 
naic  Pentapolis)  and  Carthage  —  at  a  boundary  point  called  the 
Altars  of  the  Philseni,  ennobled  by  a  commemorative  legend  $ 
immediately  east  of  these  Altars  was  Automata,  the  westernmost 
factory  of  Kyrene.1 *  We  cannot  doubt  that  the  relations,  com¬ 
mercial  and  otherwise,  between  Kyrene  and  Carthage,  the  two 
great  emporia  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  were  constant  and  often  Its® 
crative  — though  not  always  friendly. 

In  the  year  331  B.  c.,  when  the  victorious  Alexander  over¬ 
ran  Egypt,  the  inhabitants  of  Kyrene  sent  to  tender  presents  and 
submission  to  him,  and  became  enrolled  among  his  subjects.3 
We  hear  nothing  more  about  them  until  the  last  year  of  Alex¬ 
ander’s  life  (324  B.  c.  to  323  b.  c.).  About  that  time,  the  ex¬ 
iles  from  Kyrene  and  Barka,  probably  enough  emboldened  fey 
the  rescript  of  Alexander  (proclaimed  at  the  Olympic  festival  of 
324  b.  c.,  and  directing  that  all  Grecian  exiles,  except  those 
guilty  of  sacrilege,  should  be  recalled  forthwith),  determined  to 
accomplish  their  return  by  force.  To  this  end  they  invited  from 
Krete  an  officer  named  Thimbron ;  who,  having  slain  Harpahis 
after  his  Sight  from  Athens  (recounted  in  a  previous  chapter), 
had  quartered  himself  in  Krete,  with  the  treasure,  the  ships,  and 
the  6000  mercenaries,  brought  over  from  Asia  by  that  satrap.® 
Thimbron  willingly  carried  over  his  army  to  their  assistance,  in¬ 
tending  to  conquer  for  himself  a  principality  in  Libya.  He 
landed  near  Kyrene,  defeated  the  Kyrenean  forces  with  great 
slaughter,  and  made  himself  master  of  Apollonia,  the  fortified 
port  of  that  city,  distant  from  it  nearly  ten  miles.  The  towns  of 
Barka  and  Hesperides  sided  with  him ;  so  that  he  was  strong 
enough  to  force  the  Kyreneans  to  a  disadvantageous  treaty. 


5  Strabo,  xvii.  p.  836 ;  Sallust,  Bell.  Jugurth.  p.  126. 

*  Arrian,  vii.  9,  12;  Curtius,  iv.  7,  9;  Diodor.  xvii.  49.  It  is  said  th£$ 
the  inhabitants  of  Kyren§  (exact  date  unknown)  applied  to  Plato  to  make 
laws  for  them,  but  that  he  declined.  See  Thrige,  Histor.  Cyrenes,  p.  191 
We  should  be  glad  to  have  this  statement  better  avouched. 

3  Diodor.  xvii.  108,  xviii.  19;  Arrian.  Be  Rebus;  post  Aiexandr.  viapndl 
Pbotium,  Cod.  92;  Strabo,  xvii.  p.  837. 
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They  covenanted  to  pay  500  talents,  —  to  surrender  to  him  haU 
of  their  war-chariots  for  his  ulterior  projects  —  and  to  leave  him 
in  possession  of  Apoltonia.  While  he  plundered  the  merchants 
in  the  harbor,  he  proclaimed  his  intention  of  subjugating  the  in¬ 
dependent  Libyan  tribes,  and  probably  of  stretching  his  con¬ 
quests  to  Carthage.1  His  schemes  were  however  frustrated  by 
one  of  his  own  officers,  a  Kretan  named  Mnasikles ;  who  desert¬ 
ed  to  the  Kyreneans,  and  encouraged  them  to  set  aside  the  re¬ 
cent  convention.  Thimbron,  after  seizing  such  citizens  of  Ky¬ 
rene  as  happened  to  be  at  Apollonia,  attacked  Kyrene  itself,  but 
was  repulsed ;  and  the  Kyreneans  were  then  bold  enough  to  in¬ 
vade  the  territory  of  Barka  and  Hesperides.  To  aid  them, 
Thimbron  moved  his  quarters  from  Apollonia;  but  during  his 
absence,  Mnasikles  contrived  to  surprise  that  valuable  port ;  thus 
mastering  at  once  his  base  of  operations,  the  station  for  his  fleet, 
and  all  the  baggage  of  his  soldiers.  Thimbron’3  fleet  could  not 
be  long  maintained  without  a  harbor.  The  seamen,  landing 
here  and  there  for  victuals  and  water,  were  cut  off  by  the  native 
Libyans,  while  the  vessels  were  dispersed  by  storms.2 

The  Kyreneans,  now  full  of  hope,  encountered  Thimbron  in 
the  field,  and  defeated  him.  Yet  though  reduced  to  distress,  he 
contrived  to  obtain  possession  of  Teucheira  ;  to  which  port  he  in¬ 
voked  as  auxiliaries  2500  fresh  soldiers,  out  of  the  loose  merce¬ 
nary  bands  dispersed  near  Cape  Toenarus  in  Peloponnesus. 
This  reinforcement  again  put  him  in  a  condition  for  battle.  The 
Kyreneans  on  their  side  also  thought  it  necessary  to  obtain  suc¬ 
cor,  partly  from  the  neighboring  Libyans,  partly  from  Carthage. 
They  got  together  a  force  stated  as  30,000  men,  with  which  they 
met  him  in  the  field.  But  on  this  occasion  they  were  totally 
routed,  with  the  loss  of  all  their  generals  and  much  of  their 
army.  Thimbron  was  now  in  the  full  tide  of  success ;  he  press¬ 
ed  both  Kyrene  and  the  harbor  so  vigorously,  that  famine  began 
to  prevail,  and  sedition  broke  out  among  the  citizens.  The  oli¬ 
garchical  men,  expelled  by  the  more  popular  party,  sought  shel¬ 
ter,  some  in  the  camp  of  Thimbron,  some  at  the  court  of  Ptole¬ 
my  in  Egypt.1 


1  Diodor,  xviii.  19. 


3  Diodor,  xviii.  21. 


1  Diodor.  xvii.  20. 
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I  have  already  mentioned,  that  in  the  partition  after  the  de¬ 
cease  of  Alexander,  Egypt  had  been  assigned  to  Ptolemy. 
Seizing  with  eagerness  the  opportunity  of  annexing  to  it  so  val¬ 
uable  a  possession  as  the  Kyrenaic  Pentapolis,  this  chief  sent  an 
adequate  force  under  Ophelias  to  put  down  Thimbron  and  re¬ 
store  the  exiles.  His  success  was  complete.  All  the  cities  in 
the  Pentapolis  were  reduced ;  Thimbron,  worsted  and  pursued 
as  a  fugitive,  was  seized  in  his  flight  by  some  Libyans,  and 
brought  prisoner  to  Teucheira ;  the  citizens  of  which  place  (by 
permission  of  the  Olynthian  Epikydes,  governor  for  Ptolemy), 
first  tortured  him,  and  then  conveyed  him  to  Apollonia  to  be 
hanged.  A  final  visit  from  Ptolemy  himself  regulated  the  af¬ 
fairs  of  the  Pentapolis,  which  were  incorporated  with  his  domin 
ions  and  placed  under  the  government  of  Ophelias.1 

It  was  thus  that  the  rich  and  flourishing  Kyren§,  an  interest 
ing  portion  of  the  once  autonomous  Hellenic  world,  passed  like 
the  rest  under  one  of  the  Macedonian  Diadochi.  As  the  proof 
and  guarantee  of  this  new  sovereignty,  we  find  erected  within 
the  walls  of  the  city,  a  strong  and  completely  detached  citadel, 
occupied  by  a  Macedonian  or  Egyptian  garrison  (like  Munychia 
at  Athens),  and  forming  the  stronghold  of  the  viceroy.  Ten 
years  afterwards  (b.  c.  312)  the  Kyreneans  made  an  attempt  to 
emancipate  themselves,  and  besieged  this  citadel;  but  being 
again  put  down  by  an  army  and  fleet  which  Ptolemy  despatched 
under  Agis  from  Egypt,2  Kyr&n£  passed  once  more  under  the 
vice-royalty  of  Ophelias.3 

To  this  viceroy  Agathokles  now  sent  envoys,  invoking  his  aid 
against  Carthage.  Ophelias  was  an  officer  of  consideration  and 
experience.  He  had  served  under  Alexander,  and  had  married 
an  Athenian  wife,  Euthydike,  —  a  lineal  descendant  from  Mil* 


1  Arrian,  De  Rebus  post  Alex.  vi.  ap.  Phot.  Cod.  92;  Diodor,  xviii.  21  j 
Justin,  xiii.  6,  20. 

2  Diodor.  xix.  79.  O i  K vpijvaioi . rr/v  uKpav  TrspieorpaToiredevoav, 

avTina  paka  tt)v  <ppovpuv  EK.fiakovvTE<;,  etc. 

3  Justin  (xxii.  7, 4)  calls  Ophelias  “rex  Cyrenarum;”  but  it  is  noway 
probable  that  he  had  become  independent  of  Ptolemy  —  as  Thrige  (Hist 
CyrSnes,  p.  214)  supposes.  The  expression  in  Plutarch  (Demetrius,  14), 
*C ^kTika  r£  upiavTi  K vprfvr/s,  does  not  necessarily  imply  an  independent 
authority. 
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tiades  the  victor  of  Marathon,  and  belonging  to  a  family  still  dis 
tinguished  at  Athens.  In  inviting  Ophelias  to  undertake  jointly 
the  conquest  of  Carthage,  the  envoys  proposed  that  he  should 
himself  hold  it  when  conquered.  Agathokles  (they  said)  wished 
only  to  overthrow  the  Carthaginian  dominion  in  Sicily,  being 
well  aware  that  he  could  not  hold  that  island  in  conjunction  with 
an  African  dominion.  To  Ophelias,1 *  such  an  invitation  proved 
extremely  seducing.  lie  was  already  on  the  look  out  for 
aggrandizement  towards  the  west,  and  had  sent  an  exploring 
nautical  expedition  along  the  northern  coast  of  Africa,  even  to 
some  distance  round  and  beyond  the  Strait  of  Gibraltar.3 * * * * 8 
Moreover,  to  all  military  adventurers,  both  on  sea  and  on  land, 
the  season  was  one  of  boundless  speculative  promise.  They  had 
before  them  not  only  the  prodigious  career  of  Alexander  him¬ 
self,  but  the  successful  encroachments  of  the  great  officers  his 
successors.  In  the  second  distribution,  made  at  Triparadeisu3, 
of  the  Alexandrine  empire,  Antipater  had  assigned  to  Ptolemy 
not  merely  Egypt  and  Libya,  but  also  an  undefined  amount  of 
territory  west  of.  Libya,  to  be  afterwards  acquired ; 3  the  con¬ 
quest  of  which  was  known  to  have  been  among  the  projects  of 
Alexander,  had  he  lived  longer.  To  this  conquest  Ophelias 
was  now  specially  called,  either  as  the  viceroy  or  the  independ¬ 
ent  equal  of  Ptolemy,  by  the  invitation  of  Agathokles.  Having 
learnt  in  the  service  of  Alexander  not  to  fear  long  marches,  he 


1  Diodor.  xx.  40. 

8  From  an  incidental  allusion  in  Strabo  ('xvii.  p.  826),  we  learn  this  fact  — 
that  Ophelias  had  surveyed  the  whole  coast  of  Northern  Africa,  to  the  straits 
of  Gibraltar,  and  round  the  old  Phenician  settlements  on  the  western  coast 
of  modern  Morocco.  Some  eminent  critics  (Grosskurd  among  them)  reject 
the  reading  in  Strabo  —  a rcb  tov  (or  ’O <pe2,ha)  wEpnrhov,  which  is  sus¬ 

tained  by  a  very  great  preponderance  of  MSS.  But  I  do  not  feel  the  force 
of  their  reasons ;  and  the  reading  which  they  would  substitute  has  nothing 

to  recommend  it.  In  my  judgment,  Ophelias,  ruling  in  the  Kyrenaica  and 

indulging  aspirations  towards  conquest  westward,  was  a  man  both  likely  to 
order,  and  competent  to  bring  about,  an  examination  of  the  North  African 

coast.  The  knowledge  of  this  fact  may  have  induced  Agathokles  to  apply 

to  him. 

8  Arrian,  De  Rebus  post  Alex.  34,  ap.  Photium,  Cod.  92.  Alyvirrov  p,lv 
ydp  icai  Aij3vrjv,  ical  tt/v  knEKEiva  tuvttjs  tt/v  i Kal  o,ti  ircp  dv  rpdc 
rovroif  dooLov  kKUCTT/oi/Tcu  7r pdf  dvopevov  r/Xiov,  II ToXs/xaiov. 
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embraced  the  proposition  with  eagerness.  He  undertook  an  ex¬ 
pedition  from  Kyrene  on  the  largest  scale.  Through  his  wife’s 
relatives,  he  was  enabled  to  make  known  his  projects  at  Athens, 
where,  as  well  as  in  other  parts  of  Greece,  they  found  much  fa¬ 
vor.  At  this  season,  the  Kassandrian  oligarchies  were  paramount 
not  only  at  Athens,  but  generally  throughout  Greece.  Under 
the  prevalent  degradation  and  suffering,  there  was  ample  ground 
for  discontent,  and  no  liberty  of  expressing  it;  many  personc 
therefore  were  found  disposed  either  to  accept  army-service  with 
Ophelias,  or  to  enrol  themselves  in  a  foreign  colony  under  his  aus¬ 
pices.  To  set  out  under  the  military  protection  of  this  powerful 
chief — to  colonize  the  mighty  Carthage,  supposed  to  be  already 
enfeebled  by  the  victories  of  Agathokles  —  to  appropriate  the 
wealth,  the  fertile  landed  possessions,  and  the  maritime  position, 
of  her  citizens  —  was  a  prize  well  calculated  to  seduce  men  dis¬ 
satisfied  with  their  homes,  and  not  well  informed  of  the  inter¬ 
vening  difficulties.1 

Under  such  hopes,  many  Grecian  colonists  joined  Ophelias  at 
Kyren§,  some  even  with  wives  and  children.  The  total  number 
is  stated  at  10,000.  Ophelias  conducted  them  forth  at  the  head 
of  a  well  appointed  army  of  10,000  infantry,  600  cavalry,  and 
100  war-chariots  ;  each  chariot  carrying  the  driver  and  two  fight¬ 
ing  men.  Marching  with  this  miscellaneous  body  of  soldiers  and 
colonists,  he  reached  in  eighteen  days  the  post  of  Automolae  — 
the  westernmost  factory  of  Kyr§nA2  From  thence  he  proceeded 
westward  along  the  shore  between  the  two  Syrtes,  in  many  parts 
a  sandy,  trackless  desert,  without  wood  and  almost  without  water 
(with  the  exception  of  particular  points  of  fertility),  and  infested 
by  serpents  many  and  venomous.  At  one  time,  all  his  provisions 
were  exhausted ;  he  passed  through  the  territory  of  the  natives 
called  Lotophagi,  near  the  lesser  Syrtis ;  where  the  army  had 


1  Diodor,  xx  40.  ttoXTloI  tuv  'A&jjvaiov  irpodv/xog  vnr/Kovoav  etf  rrjv 
OTpaTEiav  ovk  o?uyoi  de  nal  tljv  aXAuv  'E-XTir/vuv,  eenzevdov  Koivuvrjocu 
bcifioTLijCt  k'An i^ovreg  ttjv  te  Kpariorr/v  rfjq  Aifivpp  naTaK?irjpovxvcfEiv ,  nal  rdv 
tv  K apxvdovi  diapnaoEiv  tt?lovtov. 

As  to  the  great  encouragement  held  out  to  settlers,  when  a  new  colony 
was  about  to  be  founded  by  a  powerful  state,  see  Thucyd.  iii.  93,  about  He- 
rakleia  Trachinia  —  Ttaq  yap  tiz;,  AaKedaipoviov  oita&vTuv,  dapoalioc  77 
frefiaiav  vopifav  rr)v  noXiv.  2  Diodor,  xx  41 
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nothing  to  eat  except  the  fruit  of  the  lotus,  which  there  abound¬ 
ed.1  Ophelias"  met  with  no  enemies ;  but  the  sufferings  of  every 
kind  endured  by  his  soldiers  —  still  more  of  course  by  the  less 
hardy  colonists  and  their  families  —  were  most  distressing.  After 
miseries  endured  for  more  than  two  months,  he  joined  Agatho- 
kles  in  the  Carthaginian  territory  ;  with  what  abatement  of  num¬ 
ber,  we  do  not  know,  but  his  loss  must  have  been  considerable.2 * * * * * 

Ophelias  little  knew  the  man  whose  invitation  and  alliance  he 
had  accepted.  Agatliokles  at  first  received  him  with  the  warm¬ 
est  protestations  of  attachment,  welcoming  the  new-comers  with 
profuse  hospitality,  and  supplying  to  them  full  means  of  refresh¬ 
ment  and  renovation  after  their  past  sufferings.  Having  thus 
gained  the  confidence  and  favorable  sympathies  of  all,  he  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  turn  it  to  his  own  purposes.  Convening  suddenly  the 
most  devoted  among  his  own  soldiers,  he  denounced  Ophelias  as 
guilty  of  plotting  against  his  life.  They  listened  to  him  with  the 
same  feelings  of  credulous  rage  as  the  Macedonian  soldiers  ex 
hibited  when  Alexander  denounced  Philotas  before  them.  Aga- 
thokles  then  at  once  called  them  to  arms,  set  upon  Ophelias 
unawares,  and  slew  him  with  Ins  more  immediate  defenders. 
Among  the  soldiers  of  Ophelias,  this  act  excited  horror  and  in¬ 
dignation,  no  less  than  surprise ;  but  Agatliokles  at  length 
succeeded  in  bringing  them  to  terms,  partly  by  deceitful  pretexts, 
partly  by  intimidation :  for  this  unfortunate  army,  left  without 
any  commander  of  fixed  purpose,  had  no  resource  except  to 
enter  into  his  service.8  He  thus  found  himself  (like  Antipater 


1  Theophrastus,  Hist.  Plant,  iv.  3.  p.  127,  ed.  Schneider. 

The  philosopher  would  hear  this  fact  from  some  of  the  Athenians  con¬ 
cerned  in  the  expedition. 

*  Diodor.  xx.  42.  See  the  striking  description  of  the  miseries  of  this  same 
march,  made  by  Cato  and  his  Roman  troops  after  the  death  of  Pompey,  in 
Lucan,  Pharsalia,  ix.  382-940:  — 

‘  Vadimns  in  campos  steriles,  exustaque  mundi. 

Qua  nimius  Titan,  et  rarae  in  fontibus  und«, 

Siccaque  letiferis  squalent  serpentibus  arva, 

Durum  iter.” 

The  entire  march  of  Ophelias  must  (I  think)  have  lasted  longer  than  two 
months ;  probably  Diodorus  speaks  only  of  the  more  distressing  or  middle 
portion  of  it  when  he  says  —  Kara  tt)v  odoiiropiav  tt^eIov  v  6vo  uvvac  naico- 
ra&TfoavTec,  etc.  (xx.  42).  a  Diodor.  xx.  42  ;  Justin,  xxii.  7. 
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after  the  death  of  Leonnatus)  master  of  a  doable  army,  and 
relieved  from  a  troublesome  rival.  The  colonists  of  Ophelias  — 
more  unfortunate  still,  since  they  could  be  of  no  service  to  Aga- 
thokles  —  were  put  by  him  on  board  some  merchant  vessels, 
which  he  was  sending  to  Syracuse  with  spoil.  The  weather  be¬ 
coming  stormy,  many  of  these  vessels  foundered  at  sea,  —  some 
were  driven  off  and  wrecked  on  the  coast  of  Italy  —  and  a  few 
only  reached  Syracuse.1  Thus  miserably  perished  the  Kyrene- 
an  expedition  of  Ophelias ;  one  of  the  most  commanding  and 
powerful  schemes,  for  joint  conquest  and  colonization,  that  ever 
set  out  from  any  Grecian  city. 

It  would  have  fared  ill  with  Agathokles,  had  the  Carthaginians 
been  at  hand,  and  ready  to  attack  him  in  the  confusion  imme 
diately  succeeding  the  death  of  Ophelias.  It  would  also  have 
fared  yet  worse  with  Carthage,  had  Agathokles  been  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  attack  her  during  the  terrible  sedition  excited,  nearly  at 
the  same  time,  within  her  walls  by  the  general  Bomilkar.2  This 
traitor  (as  has  been  already  stated)  had  long  cherished  the  de¬ 
sign  to  render  himself  despot,  and  had  been  watching  for  a  favor¬ 
able  opportunity.  Having  purposely  caused  the  loss  of  the  first 
battle  —  fought  in  conjunction  with  his  brave  colleague  Hanno, 
against  Agathokles  —  he  had  since  carried  on  the  war  with  a 
view  to  his  own  project  (which  explains  in  part  the  continued 
reverses  of  the  Carthaginians)  ;  he  now  thought  that  the  time 
was  come  for  openly  raising  his  standard.  Availing  himself  of  a 
military  muster  in  the  quarter  of  the  city  called  Neapolis,  he 
first  dismissed  the  general  body  of  the  soldiers,  retaining  near 
him  only  a  trusty  band  of  500  citizens,  and  4000  mercenaries. 
At  the  head  of  these,  he  then  fell  upon  the  unsuspecting  city : 
dividing  them  into  five  detachments,  and  slaughtering  indiscrimi¬ 
nately  the  unarmed  citizens  in  the  streets,  as  well  as  in  the  great 
market-place.  At  first  the  Carthaginians  were  astounded  and 
paralyzed.  Gradually  however  they  took  courage,  stood  upon 
their  defence  against  the  assailants,  combatted  them  in  the  streets 
and  poured  upon  them  missiles  from  the  house-tops.  After  a 
prolonged  conflict,  the  partisans  of  Bomilkar  found  themselves 
worsted,  and  were  glad  to  avail  themselves  of  the  mediation  of 


1  Diodor.  xx.  44. 


2  Diodor.  xx.  43. 
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gome  elder  citizens.  They  laid  down  their  arms  on  promise  aC 
pardon.  The  promise  was  faithfully  kept  by  the  victors,  ex¬ 
cept  in  regard  to  Bomilkar  himself ;  who  was  hanged  in  the 
market-place,  having  first  undergone  severe  tortures.1 

Though  the  Carthaginians  had  thus  escaped  from  an  extreme 
peril,  yet  the  effects  of  so  formidable  a  conspiracy  weakened 
them  for  some  time  against  their  enemy  without ;  while  Agatho- 
kles  on  the  other  hand,  reinforced  by  the  army  from  Kyrene,  was 
stronger  than  ever.  So  elate  did  he  feel,  that  he  assumed  the 
title  of  King  ;2 3  following  herein  the  example  of  the  great  Mace¬ 
donian  officers,-  Antigonus,  Ptolemy,  Seleukus,  Lysimachus,  and 
Kassander ;  the  memory  of  Alexander  being  now  discarded,  as 
his  heirs  had  been  already  put  to  death.  Agathokles,  already 
master  of  nearly  all  the  dependent  towns  east  and  south-east  of 
Carthage,  proceeded  to  carry  his  arms  to  the  north-west  of  the 
city.  He  attacked  Utica,  —  the  second  city  next  to  Carthage  in 
importance,  and  older  indeed  than  Carthage  itself  —  situated  on 
the  western  or  opposite  shore  of  the  Carthaginian  Gulf,  and 
visible  from  Carthage,  though  distant  from  it  twenty-seven  miles 
around  the  Gulf  on  land.8  The  Uticans  had  hitherto  remained 
faithful  to  Carthage,  in  spite  of  he;  -^verses,  and  of  defection 
elsewhere.4 * * *  Agathokles  marched  into  their  territory  with  such 


1  Diodor,  xx  44;  Justin,  xxii.  7  Compare  the  description  given  by 
Appian  (Punic  128),  of  the  desperate  defence  made  by  the  Carthaginians 
in  the  last  siege  of  the  city,  against  the  assault  of  the  Romans,  from  the 
house-tops  and  in  the  streets. 

2  There  are  yet  remaining  coins — *A ya&oicXeog  B aoi'Xeug —  the  earliest 
Sicilian  coins  that  bear  the  name  of  a  prince  (Humphreys,  Ancient  Coins 
and  Medals,  p  50). 

3  Strabo,  xvii.  p.  832;  Polyb.  i.  73. 

4  Polybius  (i.  82)  expressly  states  that  the  Inhabitants  of  Utica  and  of 
Hippu-Akra  (a  little  farther  to  the  west  than  Utica),  remained  faithful  to 
Carthage  throughout  the  hostilities  carried  on  by  Agathokles.  This 
enables  us  to  correct  the  passage  wherein  Diodorus  describes  the  attack  o? 
Agathokles  upon  Utica  (xx.  54)  —  M  plv  ’iTVKaiovg  koTparevoev  a<p  e  orif- 
hot  of,  u<pvcj  de  avrCtv  rij  ToXei  npoareaiov ,  etc.  The  word  aipeffTtfuo- 

Tag  here  is  perplexing.  It  must  mean  that  the  Uticans  had  revolted 

from  Agathokles;  yet  Diodorus  has  not  before  said  a  word  about  tbs 

Uticans,  nor  reported  that  they  had  either  joined  Agathokles,  or  been  con¬ 

quered  by  him.  Everything  that  Diodorus  has  reported  hitherto  aboai 
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unexpected  rapidity  (he  had  hitherto  been  on  the  south-east  of 
Carthage,  and  he  now  suddenly  moved  to  the  north-west  of  that 
city),  that  he  seized  the  persons  of  three  hundred  leading  citi¬ 
zens,  who  had  not  yet  taken  the  precaution  of  retiring  within 
the  city.  Having  vainly  tried  to  prevail  on  the  Uticans  to  sur 
render,  he  assailed  their  walls,  attaching  in  front  of  his  battering 
engines  the  three  hundred  Utican  prisoners  ;  so  that  the  citizens, 
in  hurling  missiles  of  defence,  were  constrained  to  inflict  death 
on  their  own  comrades  and  relatives.  They  nevertheless  resisted 
the  assault  with  unshaken  resolution ;  but  Agathokles  found 
means  to  force  an  entrance  through  a  weak  part  of  the  walls,  and 
thus  became  master  of  the  city.  He  made  it  a  scene  of  indis¬ 
criminate  slaughter,  massacring  the  inhabitants,  armed  and  un¬ 
armed,  and  hanging  up  the  prisoners.  He  further  captured  the 
town  of  Hippu-Akra,  about  thirty  miles  north-west  of  Utica, 
which  had  also  remained  faithful  to  Carthage  —  and  which  now, 
after  a  brave  defence,  experienced  the  like  pitiless  treatment.* 1 
The  Carthaginians,  seemingly  not  yet  recovered  from  their  re¬ 
cent  shock,  did  not  interfere,  even  to  rescue  these  two  important 
places ;  so  that  Agathokles,  firmly  established  in  Tunes  as  a 
centre  of  operations,  extended  his  African  dominion  more  widely 
than  ever  all  round  Carthage,  both  on  the  coast  and  in  the  inte¬ 
rior  ;  while  he  interrupted  the  supplies  of  Carthage  itself,  and 
reduced  the  inhabitants  to  great  privations.2  He  even  occupied 
and  fortified  strongly  a  place  called  Hippagreta,  between  Utica 
and  Carthage ;  thus  pushing  his  posts  within  a  short  distance 
both  east  and  west  of  her  gates.3 


Agathokles,  relates  to  operations  among  the  towns  east  or  south-east  of 
Carthage. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  passage  ought  to  stand  —  em  pev  ’ Irvuatovg 
iaTpuTevoev  ov  k  a  (p  e  a  r  rj  a  6  t  a  g,  i.  e.  from  Carthage  ;  which  introduces 
consistency  into  the  narrative  of  Diodorus  himself,  while  it  brings  him  into 
harmony  with  Polybius. 

1  Diodor.  xx.  54,  55.  In  attacking  Hippu-Akra  (otherwise  called  Hippo- 
Zarytus,  near  the  Promontorium  Pulchrum,  the  northernmost  point  of 
Africa),  Agathokles  is  siad  to  have  got  the  better  in  a  naval  battle — 
vavpax'ia  irepryevopevog.  This  implies  that  he  must  have  got  a  fleet  supe¬ 
rior  to  the  Carthaginians  even  in  their  own  gulf;  perhaps  ships  seized  at 

Utica.  2  Diodor.  xx.  59. 

*  Appian  distinctly  mentions  this  place  Hippa.q-reta  as  having  beer  forts 
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In  this  prosperous  condition  of  his  African  affairs,  he  thought 
the  opportunity  favorable  for  retrieving  his  diminished  ascen¬ 
dency  in  Sicily ;  to  which  island  he  accordingly  crossed  over, 
with  2000  men,  leaving  the  command  in  Africa  to  his  son  Archa- 
gathus.  That  young  man  was  at  first  successful,  and  seemed 
even  in  course  of  enlarging  his  father’s  conquests.  His  general 
Eumachus  overran  a  wide  range  of  interior  Numidia,  capturing 
Tokae,  Pheliind,  Meschel®,  Akris,  and  another  town  bearing  the 
same  name  of  Hippu-Akra  —  and  enriching  his  soldiers  with  a 
considerable  plunder.  But  in  a  second  expedition,  endeavoring 
to  carry  his  arms  yet  farther  into  the  interior,  he  was  worsted  in 
an  attack  upon  a  town  called  Miltin<§,  and  compelled  to  retreat. 
We  read  that  he  marched  through  one  mountainous  region 
abounding  in  wild  cats  —  and  another,  in  which  there  were  a 
great  number  of  apes,  who  lived  in  the  most  tame  and  familiar 
manner  in  the  houses  with  men  — -  being  greatly  caressed,  and 
even  worshipped  as  gods.* 1 

The  Carthaginians  however  had  now  regained  internal  har¬ 
mony  and  power  of  action.  Their  senate  and  their  generals 
were  emulous,  both  in  vigor  and  in  provident  combinations, 
against  the  common  enemy.  They  sent  forth  30,000  men,  a 
larger  force  than  they  had  yet  had  in  the  field ;  forming  three 
distinct  camps,  under  Hanno,  Imilkon,  and  Adherbal,  partly  in 
the  interior,  partly  on  the  coast.  Archagathus,  leaving  a  suffi¬ 
cient  guard  at  Tun&s,  marched  to  meet  them,  distributing  his 
army  in  three  divisions  also ;  two,  under  himself  and  iEschrion, 
besides  the  corps  under  Eumachus  in  the  mountainous  region. 
He  was  however  unsuccessful  at  all  points.  Hanno,  contriving 
to  surprise  the  division  of  JEschrion,  gained  a  complete  victory, 
wherein  JEschrion  himself  with  more  than  4000  men  were  slain. 


fied  by  Agathokles —  and  distinctly  describes  it  as  being  between  Utica 
and  Carthage  (Punic.  1 10).  It  cannot  therefore  be  the  same  place  as  Hip- 
pu-Akra  (or  Hippo-Zarytus) ;  which  was  considerably  farther  from  Car¬ 
thage  than  Utica  was. 

1  Diodor,  xx  57,  58.  It  is  vain  to  attempt  to  identify  the  places  men¬ 
tioned  as  visited  and  conquered  by  Eumachus.  Our  topographical  know¬ 
ledge  is  altogether  insufficient.  This  second  Hippu-Akra  is  supposed  to  be 
the  6ame  as  Ilippo-Kegius ;  Tok©  may  be  Terebinihina,  in  the  south 
eastern  region  or  Byzakinm- 
Yol.  12  19 
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Xmilkon  was  yet  more  fortunate  in  his  operations  against  Euma- 
chus,  whom  he  entrapped  by  simulated  flight  into  an  ambuscade, 
and  attacked  at  such  advantage,  that  the  Grecian  army  was 
routed  and  cut  off  from  all  retreat.  A  remnant  of  them  defended 
themselves  for  some  time  on  a  neighboring  hill,  but  being  with¬ 
out  water,  nearly  all  soon  perished,  from  thirst,  fatigue,  and  the 
sword  of  the  conqueror.1 

By  such  reverses,  destroying  two-thirds  of  the  Agathoklean 
army,  Archagathus  was  placed  in  serious  peril.  He  was  obliged 
to  concentrate  his  force  in  Tun§s,  calling  in  nearly  ail  his  outly¬ 
ing  detachments.  At  the  same  time,  those  Liby-Phenieian  cit¬ 
ies,  and  rural  Libyan  tribes,  who  had  before  joined  Agathokles, 
now  detached  themselves  from  him  when  his  power  was  evident¬ 
ly  declining,  and  made  their  peace  with  Carthage.  The  victori¬ 
ous  Carthaginian  generals  established  fortified  camps  round 
Tunes,  so  as  to  restrain  the  excursions  of  Archagathus ;  while 
with  their  fleet  they  blocked  up  his  harbor.  Presently  provis¬ 
ions  became  short,  and  much  despondency  prevailed  among  the 
Grecian  army.  Archagathus  transmitted  this  discouraging  news 
to  his  father  in  S?  fily,  with  urgent  entreaties  that  he  would  come 
to  the  rescue.2 3 

The  career  of  Agathokles  in  Sicily,  since  his  departure  from 
Africa,  had  been  checkered,  and  on  the  whole  unproductive. 
Just  before  his  arrival  in  the  island,8  his  generals  Lep tines  and 
Demophilus  had  gained  an  important  victory  over  the  Agrigen- 
tine  forces  commanded  by  Xenodokus,  who  were  disabled  from 
keeping  the  field.  This  disaster  was  a  fatal  discouragement 
both  to  the  Agrigentines,  and  to  the  cause  which  they  had  es¬ 
poused  as  champions  —  free  and  autonomous  city-government 
with  equal  confederacy  for  self-defence,  under  the  presidency  of 
Agrigentum.4 * *  The  outlying  cities  confederate  with  Agrigentum 
were  left  without  military  protection,  and  exposed  to  the  attacks 


*  Diodor.  xx.  59,  60.  *  Diodor.  xx.  61. 

3  Diodor.  xx.  56.  ’  A)-a#<wc/%  8e.  rye  p  a  %  y  c  apri  yeyevypevy^,  <caro. 

TrAfvoac  huceXtac  eig  he hivovvra,  etc. 

4  Diodor.  xx.  56.  0/  pev  ovv  ’ kupayavrivoi  ravry  ry  avutyopa  ireptnecoV' 

Tff  dulvaav  eavruv  fiev  tj)v  KaXkiGTiyu  tiriftoTif/v,  to v  Ah  avupaxuv  raq  rift 

IXev&epias  £hm8a<;. 
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of  Leptines,  animated  and  fortified  by  the  recent  arrival  of  hi* * 
master  Agathokles.  That  despot  landed  at  Selinus  —  subdued 
Herakleia,  Therma,  and  Kephaloidion,  on  or  near  the  northern 
coast  of  Sicily  —  then  crossed  the  interior  of  the  island  to  Syra¬ 
cuse.  In  his  march  he  assaulted  Kentoripa,  having  some  parti¬ 
sans  within,  but  was  repulsed  with  loss.  At  Apollonia,1  he  was 
also  unsuccessful  in  his  first  attempt ;  but  being  stung  with  mor¬ 
tification,  he  resumed  the  assault  next  day,  and  at  length,  by 
great  efforts,  carried  the  town.  To  avenge  his  loss,  which  had 
been  severe,  he  massacred  most  of  the  citizens,  and  abandoned 
the  town  to  plunder.2 

From  hence  he  proceeded  to  Syracuse,  which  he  now  revisited 
after  an  absence  of  (apparently)  more  than  two  years  in  Africa. 
During  all  this  interval,  the  Syracusan  harbor  had  been  watched 
by  a  Carthaginian  fleet,  obstructing  the  entry  of  provisions,  and 
causing  partial  scarcity.8  But  there  was  no  blockading  army  on 
land ;  nor  had  the  dominion  of  Agathokles,  upheld  as  it  was  by 
his  brother  Antander  and  his  mercenary  force,  been  at  all  sha¬ 
ken.  His  arrival  inspired  his  partisans  and  soldiers  with  new 
courage,  while  it  spread  terror  throughout  piost  parts  of  Sicily. 
To  contend  with  the  Carthaginian  blockading  squadron,  he  made 
efforts  to  procure  maritime  aid  from  the  Tyrrhenian  ports  La 
Italy  ; 4  while  on  land,  his  forces  were  now  preponderant  —  ow¬ 
ing  to  the  recent  defeat,  and  broken  spirit,  of  the  Agrigentines 
But  his  prospects  were  suddenly  checked  by  the  enterprising 
move  of  his  old  enemy  —  the  Syracusan  exile.  Deinokrates  ;  who 
made  profession  of  taking  up  that  generous  policy  which  the 
Agrigentines  had  tacitly  let  fall  —  announcing  himself  as  the 
champion  of  autonomous  city-government,  and  equal  confederacy, 
throughout  Sicily.  Deinokrates  received  ready  adhesion  from 
most  of  the  cities  belonging  to  the  Agrigentine  confederacy  —  all 
of  them  who  were  alarmed  by  finding  that  the  weakness  or  fears 
of  their  presiding  city  had  left  them  unprotected  against  Agath- 
okles.  He  was  soon  at  the  head  of  a  powerful  army  —  20,000 
foot,  and  1500  horse.  Moreover  a  large  proportion  of  his  army 


1  Apollonia  was  a  town  in  the  interior  of  the  island,  somewhat  to  th# 
’aorth-east  of  Enna  (Cicero,  Verr.  iii.  43). 

*  Diodor.  xx.  56.  ’  Diodor.  xx.  62  4  Diodor,  xx.  61 
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$rere  not  citizen  militia,  but  practised  soldiers ;  for  the  most  part 
exiles,  driven  from  their  homes  by  the  distractions  and  violences 
of  the  Agathoklean  sera.1 *  For  military  purposes,  both  he  and 
his  soldiers  were  far  more  strenuous  and  effective  than  the  Agri¬ 
gentines  under  Xenodokus  had  been.  He  not  only  kept  the 
field  against  Agathokles,  but  several  times  offered  him  battle, 
which  the  despot  did  net  feel  confidence  enough  to  accept. 
Agathokles  could  do  no  more  than  maintain  himself  in  Syracuse, 
while  the  Sicilian  cities  generally  were  put  in  security  against 
his  aggressions. 

Amidst  this  unprosperous  course  of  affairs  in  Sicily,  Agath- 
ckles  received  messengers  from  his  son,  reporting  the  defeats  in 
Africa.  Preparing  immediately  to  revisit  that  country,  he  was 
fortunate  enough  to  obtain  a  reinforcement  of  Tyrrhenian  ships 
of  war,  which  enabled  him  to  overcome  the  Carthaginian  block¬ 
ading  squadron  at  the  mouth  of  the  Syracusan  harbor.  A  clear 
passage  to  Africa  was  thus  secured  for  himself,  together  with 
ample  supplies  of  imported  provisions  for  the  Syracusans.® 
Though  still  unable  to  combat  Deinokrates  in  the  field,  Agath¬ 
okles  was  emboldened  by  his  recent  naval  victory  to  send  forth 
Leptines  with  a  force  to  invade  the  Agrigentines  —  the  jealous 
rivals,  rather  than  the  allies,  of  Deinokrates.  The  Agrigentine 
army  —  under  the  general  Xenodokus,  whom  Leptines  had  be¬ 
fore  defeated  —  consisted  of  citizen  militia  mustered  on  the  occa¬ 
sion  ;  while  the  Agathoklean  mercenaries,  conducted  by  Lep¬ 
tines,  bad  made  arms  a  profession,  and  were  used  to  fighting  as 
well  as  to  hardships.3  Here  as  elsewhere  in  Greece,  we  find  the 
civic  and  patriotic  energy  trampled  down  by  professional  soldier¬ 
ship,  and  reduced  to  operate  only  as  an  obsequious  instrument 
for  administrative  details. 

Xenodokus,  conscious  of  the  inferiority  of  his  Agrigentine 
force,  was  reluctant  to  hazard  a  battle.  Driven  to  this  impru¬ 
dence  by  the  taunts  of  his  soldiers,  he  was  defeated  a  second 
time  by  Leptines,  and  became  so  apprehensive  of  the  wrath  of 
the  Agrigentines,  that  he  thought  it  expedient  to  retire  to  Gela. 


1  Diodor.  xx.  57.  nal  iravnov  tovtuv  ev  <pvyaic  xal  uehiraic  tov 

yeyovoruv,  etc.  2  Diodor.  xx.  61,  62. 


*  Diodor.  xx.  62. 
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After  a  period '  of  rejoicing,  for  his  recent  victories  by  land  as 
well  as  by  sea,  Agathokles  passed  over  to  Africa,  where  he  found 
his  son,  with  the  army  at  Tunds  in  great  despondency  and  pri¬ 
vation,  and  almost  mutiny  for  want  of  pay.  They  still  amounted 
to  6000  Grecian  mercenaries,  6000  Gauls,  Samnites,  and  Tyr¬ 
rhenians —  1500  cavalry  —  and  no  less  than  6000  (if  the  number 
be  correct)  Libyan  war-chariots.  There  were  also  a  numerous 
body  of  Libyan  allies ;  faithless  time-servers,  watching  for  the 
turn  of  fortune.  The  Carthaginians,  occupying  strong  camps  in 
the  vicinity  of  Tunds,  and  abundantly  supplied,  awaited  patiently 
the  destroying  effects  of  privation  and  suffering  on  their  enemies. 
So  desperate  was  the  position  of  Agathokles,  that  he  was  com¬ 
pelled  to  go  forth  and  fight.  Having  tried  in  vain  to  draw  the 
Carthaginians  down  into  the  plain,  he  at  length  attacked  them 
in  the  full  strength  of  their  entrenchments.  But  in  spite  of  the 
most  strenuous  efforts,  his  troops  were  repulsed  with  great 
slaughter,  and  driven  back  to  their  camp.* * 

The  night  succeeding  this  battle  was  a  scene  of  disorder  and 
panic  in  both  camps ;  even  in  that  of  the  victorious  Carthagini¬ 
ans.  The  latter,  according  to  the  ordinances  of  their  religion, 
eager  to  return  their  heartfelt  thanks  to  the  gods  for  this  great 
victory,  sacrificed  to  them  as  a  choice  offering  the  handsomest 
prisoners  captured.2  During  this  process,  the  tent  or  tabernacle 
consecrated  to  the  gods,  close  to  the  altar  as  well  as  to  the  gen¬ 
eral’s  tent,  accidentally  took  fire.  The  tents  being  formed  by 
mere  wooden  posts,  connected  by  a  thatch  of  hay  or  straw  both 
on  roof  and  sides,  —  the  fire  spread,  rapidly,  and  the  entire  camp 
was  burnt,  together  with  many  soldiers  who  tried  to  arrest  the 
conflagration.  So  distracting  was  the  terror  occasioned  by  this 
catastrophe,  that  the  whole  Carthaginian  army  for  the  time  dis- 
•  persed ;  and  Agathokles,  had  he  been  prepared,  might  have  de¬ 
stroyed  them.  But  it  happened  that  at  the  same  hour,  his  own 


1  Diodor.  xx.  64  ;  Justin,  xxii.  8. 

*  Diodor.  xx.  65.  See  an  incident  somewhat  similar  (Herod,  vii.  180)  — 
the  Persians,  in  the  invasion  of  Greece  by  Xerxes,  sacrificed  the  handsomest 
Grecian  prisoner  whom  they  captured  on  board  the  first  prize-ship  that  fell 
ittto  their  hands. 
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camp  was  thrown  into  utter  confusion  by  a  different  accident, 
rendering  his  soldiers  incapable  of  being  brought  into  action.1 

His  position  at  Tun§s  had  now  become  desperate.  His  Lib« 
yan  allies  had  all  declared  against  him,  after  the  recent  defeat. 
He  could  neither  continue  to  hold  Tunes,  nor  carry  away  his 
troops  to  Sicily.;  for  he  had  but  few  vessels,  and  the  Carthagin¬ 
ians  were  masters  at  sea.  Seeing  no  resource,  he  resolved  to 
embark  secretly  with  his  younger  son  Herakleides  ;  abandoning 
Archagathus  and  the  army  to  their  fate.  But  Archagathus  and 
the  other  officers,  suspecting  his  purpose,  were  thoroughly  resolved 
that  the  man  who  had  brought  them  into  destruction  should  not 
thus  slip  away  and  betray  them.  As  Agathokles  was  on  the 
point  of  going  aboard  at  night,  he  found  himself  watched,  arrested, 
and  held  prisoner,  by  the  indignant  soldiery.  The  whole  town 
now  became  a  scene  of  disorder  and  tumult,  aggravated  by  the 
rumor  that  the  enemy  were  marching  up  to  attack  them. 
Amidst  the  general  alarm,  the  guards  who  had  been  set  over 
Agathokles,  thinking  his  services  indispensable  for  defence, 
brought  him  out  with  his  fetters  still  on.  When  the  soldiers  saw 
him  in  this  condition,  their  sentiment  towards  him  again  revert¬ 
ed  to  pity  and  admiration,  notwithstanding  his  projected  deser¬ 
tion  ;  moreover  they  hoped  for  his  guidance  to  resist  the  impend¬ 
ing  attack..  With  one  voice  they  called  upon  the  guards  to 
strike  off  his  chains  and  set  him  free.  Agathokles  was  again  at. 
liberty.  But  insensible  to  everything  except  his  own  personal 
safety,  he  presently  stole  away,  leaped  unperceived  into  a  skiff, 
with  a  few  attendants,  but  without  either  of  his  sons,  —  and  was 
lucky  enough  to  arrive,  in  spite  of  stormy  November  weather,, 
on  the  coast  of  Sicily.2 

So  terrible  was  the  fury  of  the  soldiers,  on  discovering  that 
Agathokles  had  accomplished  his  desertion,  that  they  slew  both 
his  sons,  Archagathus  and  Herakleides.  No  resource  was  left 
but  to  elect  new  generals,  and  make  the  best  terms  they  could 


5  Diodor.  xx.  66,  67. 

*  Diodor.  xx.  69,  Justin,  xxii.  8  . . to  6e  tt krjOoq,  uc  eldev,  elq 

irpanij,  xai  nuvreq  £nej3ocjv  ctyeivaf  6  <5f  ^v&eic;  nal  het'  oXiyuv  kfiShq 
tlq  rb  Trop&fiuov,  e?Ladev  itarhevoaq  Kara  tt/v  6vaiv  Ti]q  \\.7ii}iadoq,  xeifiuvoq 
fn>roq. 
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with  Carthage.  ,  They  were  still  a  formidable  body,  retaining  in 
their  hands  various  other  towns  besides  Tunes  ;  so  that  the  Car¬ 
thaginians,  relieved  from  all  fear  of  Agathokles,  thought  it  pru¬ 
dent  to  grant  an  easy  capitulation.  It  was  agreed  that  all  the 
towns  should  be  restored  to  the  Carthaginians,  on  payment  of 
300  talents ;  that  such  soldiers  as  chose  to  enter  into  the  African 
service  of  Carthage,  should  be  received  on  full  pay ;  but  that 
such  as  preferred  returning  to  Sicily  should  be  transported 
thither,  with  permission  to  reside  in  the  Carthaginian  town  of 
Solus  (or  Soluntum).  On  these  terms  the  convention  was  con¬ 
cluded,  and  the  army  finally  broken  up.  Some  indeed  among 
the  Grecian  garrisons,  quartered  in  the  outlying  posts,  being  rash 
enough  to  dissent  and  hold  out,  were  besieged  and  taken  by  the 
Carthaginian  force.  Their  commanders  were  crucified,  and  the 
soldiers  condemned  to  rural  work  as  fettered  slaves.1 * 

Thus  miserably  terminated  the  expedition  of  Agathokles  to 
Africa,  after  an  interval  of  four  years  from  the  time  of  his  land¬ 
ing.  By  the  vana  mir antes?  who  looked  out  for  curious  coinci¬ 
dences  (probably  Timaeus),  it  was  remarked,  that  his  ultimate 
flight,  with  the  slaughter  of  his  two  sons,  occurred  exactly  on  the 
same  day  of  the  year  following  his  assassination  of  Ophelias.* 
Ancient  writers  extol,  with  good  reason,  the  bold  and  striking 
conception  of  transferring  the  war  to  Africa,  at  the  very  momeni 
when  he  was  himself  besieged  in  Syracuse  by  a  superior  Cartha¬ 
ginian  force.  But  while  admitting  the  military  resource,  skill, 
and  energy,  of  Agathokles,  we  must  not  forget  that  his  success  in 
Africa  was  materially  furthered  by  the  treasonable  conduct  of 
the  Carthaginian  general  Bomilkar  —  an  accidental  coincidence 
in  point  of  time.  Nor  is  it  to  be  overlooked,  that  Agathokles 
missed  the  opportunity  of  turning  his  first  success  to  account,  at 
a  moment  when  the  Carthaginians  would  probably  have  pur¬ 
chased  his  evacuation  of  Africa  by  making  large  concessions  to 
him  in  Sicily.4  He  imprudently  persisted  in  the  war,  though 


1  Diodor  xx.  69 

’  Tacit.  Annal.  i.  9.  “  Multus  hinc  ipso  de  Augusto  sermo,  plerisque 

vana  mir antibus  —  quod  idem  dies  accepti  quondam  imperii  princeps,  el 
▼itae  supremus — quod  Nolae  in  domo  et  cubiculo,  in  quo  pater  ejus  Octa- 
Tius,  vitam  finivisset,”  etc.  3  Diodor.  xx.  70. 

4  This  is  what  Agathokles  might  have  done,  but  did  not  do.  Neverth©’ 
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the  complete  conquest  of  Carthage  was  beyond  his  strength  — ■ 
and  though  it  was  still  more  beyond  his  strength  to  prosecute 
effective  war,  simultaneously  and  for  a  long  time,  in  Sicily  and 
in  Africa.  The  African  subjects  of  Carthage  were  not  attached 
to  her;  but  neither  were  they  attached  to  him;  —  nor,  on  the 
long  run,  did  they  do  him  any  serious  good.  Agathokles  is  a 
man  of  force  and  fraud  —  consummate  in  the  use  of  both.  His 
whole  life  is  a  series  of  successful  adventures,  and  strokes  of  bold 
ingenuity  to  extricate  himself  from  difficulties;  but  there  is 
wanting  in  him  all  predetermined  general  plan,  or  measured 
range  of  ambition,  to  which  these  single  exploits  might  be  made 
subservient. 

After  his  passage  from  Africa,  Agathokles  landed  on  the  west¬ 
ern  corner  of  Sicily  near  the  town  of  Egesta,  which  was  then  in 
alliance  with  him.  He  sent  to  Syracuse  for  a  reinforcement. 
But  he  was  hard  pressed  for  money ;  he  suspected,  or  pretended 
to  suspect,  the  Egestaeans  of  disaffection  ;  accordingly,  on  receiv¬ 
ing  his  new  force,  he  employed  it  to  commit  revolting  massacre 
and  plunder  in  Egesta.  The  town  is  reported  to  have  contained 
10,000  citizens.  Of  these  Agathokles  caused  the  poorer  men  to 
be  for  the  most  part  murdered ;  the  richer  were  cruelly  tortured, 
and  even  their  wives  tortured  and  mutilated,  to  compel  revela¬ 
tions  of  concealed  wealth  ;  the  children  of  both  sexes  were  trans¬ 
ported  to  Italy,  and  there  sold  as  slaves  to  the  Bruttians.  The 
original  population  being  thus  nearly  extirpated,  Agathokles 
changed  the  name  of  the  town  to  Dikaeopolis,  assigning  it  as  a 
residence  to  such  deserters  as  might  join  him.* 1  This  atrocity, 
more  suitable  to  Africa2  than  Greece  (where  the  mutilation  of 
women  is  almost  unheard  of,)  was  probably  the  way  in  which 
his  savage  pride  obtained  some  kind  of  retaliatory  satisfaction  for 
the  recent  calamity  and  humiliation  in  Africa.  Under  the  like 


less,  Valerius  Maximus  (vii.  4,  1)  represents  him  as  having  actually  done  it, 
and  praises  his  sagacity  on  that  ground.  Here  is  an  example  how  little 
careful  these  collectors  of  anecdotes  sometimes  are  about  their  facts. 

1  Diodor.  xx.  71.  We  do  not  know  what  happened  afterwards  with  this 
town  under  its  new  population.  But  the  old  name  Egesta  was  afterwards 
resumed. 

2  Compare  the  proceedings  of  the  Greco-Libyan  princess  Pheretlmfc  (of 
the  Battiad  family)  at  Barka  (Herodot  iv.  202) 

VOL.  XII.  38 
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sentiment,  he  {perpetrated  another  deed  of  blood  at  Syracuse. 
Having  learnt  that  the  soldiers,  whom  he  had  deserted  at  TunSs, 
had  after  his  departure  put  to  death  his  two  sons,  he  gave  orders 
to  Antander  his  brother  (viceroy  of  Syracuse),  to  massacre  all 
the  relatives  of  those  Syracusans  who  had  served  him  in  the 
African  expedition.  This  order  was  fulfilled  by  Antander  (we 
are  assured)  accurately  and  to  the  letter.  Neither  age  or  sex  — 
grandsire  or  infant  —  wife  or  mother — were  spared  by  the 
Agathoklean  executioners.  We  may  be  sure  that  their  proper¬ 
ties  were  plundered  at  the  same  time ;  we  hear  of  no  mutila¬ 
tions.1 

Still  Agathokles  tried  to  maintain  his  hold  on  the  Sicilian 
towns  which  remained  to  him  ;  but  his  cruelties  as  well  as  his 
reverses  had  produced  a  strong  sentiment  against  him,  and  even 
his  general  Pasiphilus  revolted  to  join  Deinokrates.  That  exile 
was  now  at  the  head  of  an  army  stated  at  20,000  men,  the  most 
formidable  military  force  in  Sicily ;  so  that  Agathokles,  feeling 
the  inadequacy  of  his  own  means,  sent  to  solicit  peace,  and  to 
offer  tempting  conditions.  He  announced  his  readiness  to  evac¬ 
uate  Syracuse  altogether,  and  to  be  content,  if  two  maritime 
towns  on  the  northern  coast  of  the  island  —  Therma  and  Ke- 
phaloidion  —  were  assigned  to  his  mercenaries  and  himself. 
Under  this  proposition,  Deinokrates,  and  the  other  Syracusan 
exiles,  had  the  opportunity  of  entering  Syracuse,  and  reconstitut¬ 
ing  the  free  city-government.  Had  Deinokrates  been  another 
Timoleon,  the  city  might  now  have  acquired  and  enjoyed  another 
temporary  sunshine  of  autonomy  and  prosperity ;  but  his  ambi¬ 
tion  was  thoroughly  selfish.  As  commander  of  this  large  army, 
he  enjoyed  a  station  of  power  and  license  such  as  he  was  not 
likely  to  obtain  under  the  reconstituted  city-government  of  Syra¬ 
cuse.  He  therefore  evaded  the  propositions  of  Agathokles,  re¬ 
quiring  still  larger  concessions ;  until  at  length  the  Syracusan 
exiles  in  his  own  army  (partly  instigated  by  emissaries  from 

1  Diodor.  xx.  72.  Hippokrates  and  Epikydes  —  those  Syracusans  who, 
about  a  century  afterwards,  induced  Hieronymus  of  Syracuse  to  prefer  the 
Carthaginian  alliance  to  the  Roman  —  had  resided  at  Carthage  for  some 
time,  and  served  in  the  army  of  Hannibal,  because  their  grand-father  had 
been  banished  from  Syracuse  as  one  concerned  in  killing  Arohagaihot 
fPolvb.  vii  2). 
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Agathokles  himself)  began  to  suspect  his  selfish  projects,  and  to 
waver  in  their  fidelity  to  him.  Meanwhile  Agathokles,  being 
repudiated  by  Deinokrates,  addressed  himself  to  the  Carthagin¬ 
ians,  and  concluded  a  treaty  with  them,  restoring  or  guarantee¬ 
ing  to  them  all  the  possessions  that  they  had  ever  enjoyed  in 
Sicily.  In  return  for  this  concession,  he  received  from  them  a 
sum  of  money,  and  a  large  supply  of  corn.1 

Relieved  from  Carthaginian  hostility,  Agathokles  presently 
ventured  to  march  against  the  army  of  Deinokrates.  The  latter 
was  indeed  greatly  superior  in  strength,  but  many  of  his  soldiers 
were  now  lukewarm  or  disaffected,  and  Agathokles  had  estab¬ 
lished  among  them  correspondences  upon  which  he  could  rely. 
At  a  great  battle  fought  near  Torgium,  many  of  them  went  over 
on  the  field  to  Agathokles,  giving  to  him  a  complete  victory. 
The  army  of  Deinokrates  was  completely  dispersed.  Shortly 
afterwards  a  considerable  body  among  them  (4000  men,  or  7000 
men,  according  to  different  statements)  surrendered  to  the  victor 
on  terms.  As  soon  as  they  had  delivered  up  their  arms,  Agath¬ 
okles,  regardless  of  his  covenant,  caused  them  to  be  surrounded 
by  his  own  army,  and  massacred.2 

It  appears  as  if  the  recent  victory  had  been  the  result  of  a  se¬ 
cret  and  treacherous  compact  between  Agathokles  and  Deino¬ 
krates  ;  and  as  if  the  prisoners  massacred  by  Agathokles  were 
those  of  whom  Deinokrates  wished  to  rid  himself  as  malcontents ; 
for  immediately  after  the  battle,  a  reconciliation  took  place  be¬ 
tween  the  two.  Agathokles  admitted  the  other  as  a  sort  of  part¬ 
ner  in  his  despotism ;  while  Deinokrates  not  only  brought  into 
the  partnership  all  the  military  means  and  strong  posts  which  he 
had  been  two  years  in  acquiring,  but  also  betrayed  to  Agath¬ 
okles  the  revolted  general  Pasiphilus  with  the  town  of  Gela  oc¬ 
cupied  by  the  latter.  It  is  noticed  as  singular,  that  Agathokles, 
generally  faithless  and  unscrupulous  towards  both  friends  and 
enemies,  kept  up  the  best  understanding  and  confidence  with 
Deinokrates  to  the  end  of  his  life.3 

The  despot  had  now  regained  full  power  at  Syracuse,  together 


1  Diodor.  xx.  78,  79.  Some  said  that  the  sum  of  money  paid  by  the  Car 

lhaginians  was  300  talents.  Timseus  stated  it  at  150  talents. 

*  Diodor.  xx.  89.  3  Diodor.  xx.  90. 
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with  a  great  extent  of  dominion  in  Sicily.  The  remainder  of  hit 
restless  existence  was  spent  in  operations  of  hostility  or  plunder 
against  more  northerly  enemies  —  the  Liparaean  isles1  —  the 
Italian  cities  and  the  Bruttians  —  the  island  of  Korkyra.  We 
are  unable  to  follow  his  proceedings  in  detail.  He  was  threat¬ 
ened  with  a  formidable  attack2 *  by  the  Spartan  prince  Kleony- 
mus,  who  was  invited  by  the  Tarentines  to  aid  them  against  the 
Lucanians  and  Romans.  But  Kleonymus  found  enough  to  occu¬ 
py  him  elsewhere,  without  visiting  Sicily.  He  collected  a  con¬ 
siderable  force  on  the  coast  of  Italy,  undertook  operations  with 
success  against  the  Lucanians,  and  even  captured  the  town  of 
Thurii.  But  the  Romans,  now  pushing  their  intervention  even 
to  the  Tarentine  Gulf,  drove  him  off  and  retook  the  town  ;  more¬ 
over  his  own  behavior  was  so  tyrannical  and  profligate,  as  to 
draw  upon  him  universal  hatred.  Returning  from  Italy  to  Kor¬ 
kyra,  Kleonymus  made  himself  master  of  that  important  island, 
intending  to  employ  it  as  a  base  of  operations  both  against 
Greece  and  against  Italy.8  He  failed  however  in  various  expe¬ 
ditions  both  in  the  Tarentine  Gulf  and  the  Adriatic.  Demetrius 
Poliorketes  and  Kassander  alike  tried  to  conclude  an  alliance 
with  him  ;  but  in  vain.4 * * *  At  a  subsequent  period,  Korkyra  was 
besieged  by  Kassander  with  a  large  naval  and  military  force ; 
Kleonymus  then  retired  (or  perhaps  had  previously  retired)  to 
Sparta.  Kassander,  having  reduced  the  island  to  great  straits, 


1  Diodor.  xx.  101  This  expedition  of  Agathokles  against  the  Lypa 
wean  isles  seems  to  have  been  described  in  detail  by  his  contemporary  his¬ 
torian,  the  Syracusan  Kallias  :  see  the  Fragments  of  that  author,  in  Didot’p 
Fragment.  Hist.  Grsec.  vol.  ii.  p.  383.  Fragm.  4. 

2  Diodor.  xx.  104. 

8  Diodor.  xx.  104;  Livy,  x.  2.  A  curious  anecdote  appears  in  the 

Pseudo- Aristotle,  De  Mirabilibus  (78)  respecting  two  native  Italians,  Auius 

and  Caius,  who  tried  to  poison  Kleonymus  at  Tarentum,  but  were  detected 

and  put  to  death  by  the  Tarentines. 

That  Agathokles,  in  his  operations  on  the  coast  of  southern  Italy,  found 

himself  in  conflict  with  the  Romans,  and  that  their  importance  was  now 
strongly  felt  —  we  may  judge  by  the  fact,  that  the  Syracusan  Kallias  (con¬ 
temporary  and  historian  of  Agathokles)  appears  to  have  given  details 
respecting  the  origin  and  history  of  Rome.  See  the  Fragments  of  Kallias, 
ap.  Didot,  Hist.  Grtec.  Frag.  vol.  ii.  p.  383  :  Fragm.  5  —  and  Dionys.  Hal. 
Ant.  Rom.  i.  72.  4  Diodor.  xx.  105. 
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was  on  the  point  of  taking  it,  when  it  was  relieved  by  Agath- 
okles  with  a  powerful  armament.  That  despot  was  engaged  in 
operations  on  the  coast  of  Italy  against  the  Bruttians  when  his 
aid  to  Korkyra  was  solicited ;  he  destroyed  most  part  of  the 
Macedonian  fleet,  and  then  seized  the  island  for  himself.1  On 
returning  from  this  victorious  expedition  to  the  Italian  coast, 
where  he  had  left  a  detachment  of  his  Ligurian  and  Tuscan  mer¬ 
cenaries,  he  was  informed  that  these  mercenaries  had  been  tur¬ 
bulent  during  his  absence,  in  demanding  the  pay  due  to  them 
from  his  grandson  Archagathus.  He  caused  them  all  to  be  slain, 
to  the  number  of  2000.2 

As  far  as  we  can  trace  the  events  of  the  last  years  of  Agath 
okles,  we  find  him  seizing  the  towns  of  Kroton  and  Hipponia  in 
Italy,  establishing  an  alliance  with  Demetrius  Poliorketes,* * 8  and 
giving  his  daughter  Lanassa  in  marriage  to  the  youthful  Pyr¬ 
rhus  king  of  Epirus.  At  the  age  of  seventy-two,  still  in  the  plen¬ 
itude  of  vigor  as  well  as  of  power,  he  was  projecting  a  fresh  ex 
pedition  against  the  Carthaginians  in  Africa,  with  two  hundred 
of  the  largest  ships  of  war,  when  his  career  was  brought  to  a 
close  by  sickness  and  by  domestic  enemies. 

He  proclaimed  as  future  successor  to  his  dominion,  his  son, 
named  Agathokles ;  but  Archagathus  his  grandson  (son  of  Ar¬ 
chagathus  who  had  perished  in  Africa),  a  young  prince  of  more 
conspicuous  qualities,  had  already  been  singled  out  for  the  most 
important  command,  and  was  now  at  the  head  of  the  army  near 
iEtna.  The  old  Agathokles,  wishing  to  strengthen  the  hands  of 
his  intended  successor,  sent  his  favored  son  Agathokles  to  JEtna, 
with  written  orders  directing  that  Archagathus  should  yield  up 
to  him  the  command.  Archagathus,  noway  disposed  to  obey, 
invited  his  uncle  Agathokles  to  a  banquet,  and  killed  him  ;  after 
which  he  contrived  the  poisoning  of  his  grandfather  the  old  des¬ 
pot  himself.  The  instrument  of  his  purpose  was  Msenon  ;  a  citi¬ 
zen  of  Egesta,  enslaved  at  the  time  when  Agathokles  massacred 
most  of  the  Egestean  population.  The  beauty  of  his  person  pro¬ 
cured  him  much  favor  with  Agathokles ;  but  he  had  never  for* 


•  Diodor.  xxi.  Fragm.  2.  p.  265. 

*  Diodor.  xxi.  Fragm.  3.  p.  266. 

8  Diodor.  xxi.  Fragm.  4,  8,  11.  p  266-273. 
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gotten,  and  had  always  been  anxious  to  avenge,  the  bloody  out¬ 
rage  on  his  fellow-citizens.  To  accomplish  this  purpose,  the  op¬ 
portunity  was  now  opened  to  him,  together  with  a  promise  of 
protection,  through  Archagathus.  He  accordingly  poisoned 
Agathokles,  as  we  are  told,  by  means  of  a  medicated  quill,  hand¬ 
ed  to  him  for  cleaning  his  teeth  after  dinner.1 * 3 * * *  Combining  to¬ 
gether  the  various  accounts,  it  seems  probable  that  Agathokles 
was  at  the  time  sick  —  that  this  sickness  may  have  been  the  rea¬ 
son  why  he  was  so  anxious  to  strengthen  the  position  of  his  in¬ 
tended  successor  —  and  that  his  death  was  as  much  the  effect  of 
his  malady  as  of  the  poison.  Archagathus,  after  murdering  his 
uncle,  seems  by  means  of  his  army  to  have  made  himself  real 
master  of  the  Syracusan  power ;  while  the  old  despot,  defence¬ 
less  on  a  sick  bed,  could  do  no  more  than  provide  for  the  safety 
of  his  Egyptian  wife  Tneoxena  and  his  two  young  children,  by 
despatching  them  on  shipboard  with  all  his  rich  movable  trea¬ 
sures  to  Alexandria.  Having  secured  this  object,  amidst  ex¬ 
treme  grief  on  the  part  of  those  around,  he  expired.8 

The  great  lines  in  the  character  of  Agathokles  are  well  mark¬ 
ed.  He  was  of  the  stamp  of  Gelon  and  the  elder  Dionysius  —  a 
soldier  of  fortune,  who  raised  himself  from  the  meanest  begin¬ 
nings  to  the  summit  of  political  power  —  and  who,  in  the  acqui¬ 
sition  as  well  as  maintenance  of  that  power,  displayed  an  extent 
of  energy,  perseverance,  and  military  resource,  not  surpassed  by 
any  one,  even  of  the  generals  formed  in  Alexander’s  school.  He 
was  an  adept  in  that  art  at  which  all  aspiring  men  of  his  age 
aimed  —  the  handling  of  mercenary  soldiers  for  the  extinction  of 
political  liberty  and  security  at  home,  and  for  predatory  aggran¬ 
dizement  abroad.  I  have  already  noticed  the  opinion  delivered 
by  Scipio  Africanus  —  that  the  elder  Dionysius  and  Agathokles 
were  the  most  daring,  sagacious,  and  capable  men  of  action 


1  Diodor.  xxi.  Fragm.  12.  p.  276-278.  Neither  Justin  (xxiii.  2)  nor  Tro- 
gus  before  him,  (as  it  seems  from  the  Prologue)  alludes  to  poison  He 
represents  Agathokles  as  having  died  by  a  violent  distemper.  He  notices 

however  the  bloody  famiTy  feud,  and  the  murder  of  the  uncle  by  the  nephew. 

3  Justin  (xxiii.  2)  dwells  pathetically  on  this  last  parting  between 

Agathokles  and  Theoxena.  It  is  difficult  to  reconcile  Justin’s  narrative 

with  that  of  Diodorus  ;  but  on  this  point,  as  far  as  we  can  judge,  I  think 

eim  more  credible  than  Diodorus. 
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Vvithin  his  knowledge.1  Apart  from  this  enterprising  genius, 
employed  in  the  service  of  unmeasured  personal  ambition,  we 
know  nothing  of  Agatliokles  except  his  sanguinary,  faithless,  and 
nefarious  dispositions ;  in  which  attributes  also  he  stands  pre¬ 
eminent,  above  all  his  known  contemporaries,  and  above  nearly 
all  predecessors.2  Notwithstanding  his  often-proved  perfidy,  he 
teems  to  have  had  a  joviality  and  apparent  simplicity  of  manner 
(the  same  is  recounted  of  Caesar  Borgia)  which  amused  men  and 
put  them  off  their  guard,  throwing  them  perpetually  into  his 
trap.3  t 

Agatliokles,  however,  though  among  the  worst  of  Greeks,  was 
yet  a  Greek.  During  his  government  of  thirty-two  years,  the 
course  of  events  in  Sicily  continued  under  Hellenic  agency, 
without  the  preponderant  intervention  of  any  foreign  power. 
The  power  of  Agatliokles  indeed  rested  mainly  on  foreign  mer¬ 
cenaries  ;  but  so  had  that  of  Dionysius  and  Gelon  before  him ; 


1  Polyb.  xv.  35.  See  above  in  this  History,  Vol.  XI.  Ch.  lxxxiii.  p.  46. 

9  Polybius  (ix.  23)  says  that  Agathokles,  though  cruel  in  the  extreme  at 
the  beginning  the  his  career,  and  in  the  establishment  of  his  power,  yet 
became  the  mildest  of  men  after  his  power  was  once  established.  The  lat¬ 
ter  half  of  this  statement  is  contradicted  by  all  the  particular  facts  which 
we  know  respecting  Agathokles. 

As  to  Timaeus  the  historian,  indeed  (who  had  been  banished  from 
Sicily  by  Agathokles,  and  who  wrote  the  history  of  the  latter  in  five  books), 
Polybius  had  good  reason  to  censure  him,  as  being  unmeasured  in  his  abuse 
of  Agathokles.  For  Timaeus  not  only  recounted  of  Agathokles  numerous 
acts  of  nefarious  cruelty  —  acts  of  course  essentially  public,  and  therefore 
capable  of  being  known  —  but  also  told  much  scandal  about  his  private 
habits,  and  represented  him  (which  is  still  more  absurd)  as  a  man  vulgar 
and  despicable  in  point  of  ability.  See  the  Fragments  of  Timaeus  ap 
Histoi.  Graec.  ed.  Didot,  Frag.  144-150. 

All,  or  nearly  all,  the  acts  of  Agathokles,  as  described  in  the  preceding 
pages,  have  been  copied  from  Diodorus ;  who  had  as  good  authorities  before 
him  as  Polybius  possessed.  Diodorus  does  not  copy  the  history  o(*Agatho- 
kles  from  Timaeus  ;  on  the  contrary,  he  censures  Timaeus  for  his  exaggerat¬ 
ed  acrimony  and  injustice  towards  Agathokles,  in  terms  not  less  forcible 
than  those  which  Polybius  employs  (xxi.  Fragm.  p.  279).  Diodorus  cites 
Timaeus  by  name,  occasionally  and  in  particular  instances :  but  he  evidently 
did  not  borrow  from  that/  author  the  main  stream  of  his  narrative.  He 
6eems  to  have  had  before  him  other  authorities  —  among  them  some  highly 
favorable  to  Agathokles  —  the  Syracusan  Kallias  —  and  Antander,  brothe? 
of  Agathokles  (xxi.  p.  278-282).  3  Diodor.  xx.  63. 
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and  he  as  well  as  they,  kept  up  vigorously  the  old  conflict  against 
the  Carthaginian  power  in  the  island.  Grecian  history  in  Sicily 
thus  continues  down  to  the  death  of  Agathokles  ;  but  it  continues 
no  longer.  After  his  death,  Hellenic  power  and  interests  become 
incapable  of  self-support,  and  sink  into  a  secondary  and  subser¬ 
vient  position,  overridden  or  contended  for  by  foreigners.  Syra¬ 
cuse  and  the  other  cities  passed  from  one  despot  to  another,  and 
were  torn  with  discord  arising  out  of  the  crowds  of  foreign  mer¬ 
cenaries  who  had  obtained  footing  among  them.  At  the  same 
time,  the  Carthaginians  made  increased  efforts  to  push  their  con¬ 
quests  in  the  island,  without  finding  any  sufficient  internal  resist¬ 
ance  ;  so  that  they  would  have  taken  Syracuse,  and  made  Sicily 
their  own,  had  not  Pyrrhus  king  of  Epirus  (the  son-in-law  of 
Agathokles)  interposed  to  arrest  their  progress.  F rom  this  time 
forward,  the  Greeks  of  Sicily  become  a  prize  to  be  contended  for 
— -  first  between  the  Carthaginians  and  Pyrrhus  —  next,  between 
the  Carthaginians  and  Romans1  —  until  at  length  they  dwindle 
into  subjects  of  Rome ;  corn-growers  for  the  Roman  plebs,  cli¬ 
ents  under  the  patronage  of  the  Roman  Marcelli,  victims  of  the 
rapacity  of  Yerres,  and  suppliants  for  the  tutelary  eloquence  of 
Cicero.  The  historian  of  self-acting  Hellas  loses  sight  of  them 
at  the  death  of  Agathokles. 


1  The  poet  Theokritus  (xvi.  75-80)  expatiates  on  the  bravery  of  the  Syra¬ 
cusan  Hiero  II. ,  and  on  the  great  warlike  power  of  the  Syracusans  under 
him  (b.  c.  260-240),  which  he  represents  as  making  the  Carthaginians 
tremble  for  their  possessions  in  Sicily.  Personally,  Hiero  seems  to  have  de¬ 
served  this  praise  —  and  to  have  deserved  yet  more  oraise  for  his  mild  and 
prudent  internal  administration  of  Syracuse.  But  his  military  force  was 
altogether  secondary  in  the  great  struggle  between  Romo  and  Carthage  foi 
She  mastery  of  Sicily. 
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CHAPTER  XCVIXI. 
OUTLYING  HELLENIC  CITIES. 


1  IN  GAUL  AND  SPAIN. 

2  ON  THE  COAST  OF  THE  EUXINE 

To  ®umplete  the  picture  of  the  Hellenic  world  while  yet  m  it& 
period  of  full  life,  in  freedom  and  self-action,  or  even  during  its 
decline  into  the  half-life  of  a  dependent  condition  —  we  must  say 
a  few  words  respecting  some  of  its  members  lying  apart  from 
the  general  history,  yet  of  not  inconsiderable  importance.  Th^ 
Greeks  of  Massalia  formed  its  western  wing ;  the  Pontic  Greeks 
(those  on  the  shores  of  the  Euxine),  its  eastern ;  both  of  them 
the  outermost  radiations  of  Hellenism,  where  it  was  always  mili¬ 
tant  against  foreign  elements,  and  often  adulterated  by  them.  It 
is  indeed  little  that  we  have  the  means  of  saying ;  but  that  little 
must  not  be  left  unsaid. 

In  my  third  volume  (ch.  xxii.  p.  397),  I  briefly  noticed  the 
foundation  and  first  proceedings  of  Massalia  (the  modem  Mar- 
6eilles),  on  the  Mediterranean  coast  of  Gaul  or  Liguria.  This 
Ionic  city,  founded  by  the  enterprising  Phokaeans  of  Asia  Minor, 
a  little  before  their  own  seaboard  was  subjugated  by  the  Per¬ 
sians,  had  a  life  and  career  of  its  own,  apart  from  those  political 
events  which  determined  the  condition  of  its  Hellenic  sisters  in 
Asia,  Peloponnesus,  Italy,  or  Sicily.  The  Massaliots  maintained 
their  own  relations  of  commerce,  friendship  or  hostility  with 
their  barbaric  neighbors,  the  Ligurians,  Gauls,  and  Iberians, 
without  becoming  involved  in  the  larger  political  confederacies 
of  the  Hellenic  world.  They  carried  out  from  their  mother-city 
established  habits  of  adventurous  coast  navigation  and  commer¬ 
cial  activity.  Tlieir  situation,  distant  from  other  Greeks  and 
sustained  by  a  force  hardly  sufficient  even  for  defence,  imposed 
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upon  them  the  necessity  both  of  political  harmony  at  home,  and 
of  prudence  and  persuasive  agency  in  their  mode  of  dealing  with 
neighbors.  That  they  were  found  equal  to  this  necessity,  ap¬ 
pears  sufficiently  attested  by  the  few  general  statements  trans¬ 
mitted  in  respect  to  them ;  though  their  history  in  its  details  is 
unknown.  Their  city  was  strong  by  position,  situated  upon  a 
promontory  washed  on  three  sides  by  the  sea,  well-fortified,  and 
possessing  a  convenient  harbor  securely  closed  against  enemies.1 
The  domain  around  it  however  appears  not  to  have  been  large, 
nor  did  their  population  extend  itself  much  into  the  interior. 
The  land  around  was  less  adapted  for  corn  than  for  the  vine  and 
the  olive ;  wine  was  supplied  by  the  Massaliots  throughout 
Gaul.2 3  It  was  on  shipboard  that  their  courage  and  skill  was 
chiefly  displayed ;  it  was  by  maritime  enterprise  that  their 
power,  their  wealth,  and  their  colonial  expansion  was  obtained. 
In  an  age  when  piracy  was  common,  the  Massaliot  ships  and 
seamen  were  effective  in  attack  and  defence  not  less  than  in 
transport  and  commercial  interchange ;  while  their  numerous 
maritime  successes  were  attested  by  many  trophies  adorning  the 
temples.8  The  city  contained  docks  and  arsenals  admirably  pro¬ 
vided  with  provisions,  stores,  arms,  and  all  the  various  muni¬ 
ments  of  naval  war.4 * *  Except  the  Phenicians  and  Carthaginians, 
these  Massaliots  were  the  only  enterprising  mariners  in  the 
Western  Mediterranean ;  from  the  year  500  b.  c.  downward, 
after  the  energy  of  the  Ionic  Greeks  had  been  crushed  by  inland 
potentates.  The  Iberian  and  Gallic  tribes  were  essentially 
landsmen,  not  occupying  permanent  stations  on  the  coast,  nor 
having  any  vocation  for  the  sea;  but  the  Ligurians,  though 
chiefly  mountaineers,  were  annoying  neighbors  to  Massalia  as 
well  by  their  piracies  at  sea  as  from  their  depredations  by  land.1 
To  all  these  landsmen,  however,  depredators  as  they  were,  the 
visit  of  the  trader  soon  made  itself  felt  as  a  want,  both  for  import 


1  Caesar,  Bell.  Gall.  ii.  1  ,  Strabo,  iv  p  179. 

*  See  Poseidonius  ap.  Athenaeum,  iv.  p.  152. 

3  Strabo,  iv  p.  180. 

4  Strabo  (xii.  p.  575)  places  Massalia  in  the  same  rank  as  Kyzikus,  Rhodes, 

and  Carthage;  types  of  maritime  cities  highly  and  effectively  organized 

*  Livy,  xl.  18  ;  Polybius,  xxx.  4. 
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and  export ;  and  to  tfiis  want  the  Massaliots,  with  their  colonies, 
were  the  only  ministers,  along  the  Gulfs  of  Genoa  and  Lyons, 
from  Luna  (the  frontier  of  Tuscany)  to  the  Dianium  (Cape  della 
IS ao)  in  Spain.1  It  was  not  until  the  first  century  before  the 
Christian  era  that  they  were  outstripped  in  this  career  by  Nar- 
bon,  and  a  few  other  neighbors,  exalted  into  Roman  colonies. 

Along  the  coast  on  both  sides  of  their  own  city,  the  Massaliots 
planted  colonies,  each  commended  to  the  protection,  and  conse- 
crated  by  the  statue  and  peculiar  rites,  of  their  own  patron  god¬ 
dess,  the  Ephesian  Artemis.2  Towards  the  east  were  Tauroentium, 
Olbia,  Antipolis,  Niksea,  and  the  Portus  Monoeki ;  towards  the 
west,  on  the  coast  of  Spain,  were  Rhoda,  Emporias,  Alone,  Heme- 
roskopium,  and  Artemisium  or  Dianium.  These  colonies  were 
established  chiefly  on  outlying  capes  or  sometimes  islets,  at  once 
near  and  safe  ;  they  were  intended  more  as  shelter  and  accom¬ 
modation  for  maritime  traffic,  and  as  depots  for  trade  with  the 
interior,  —  than  for  the  purpose  of  spreading  inland,  and  includ¬ 
ing  a  numerous  outlying  population  round  the  walls.  The  cir 
cumstances  of  Emporiee  were  the  most  remarkable.  That  town 
was  built  originally  on  a  little  uninhabited  islet  off  the  coast  of 
Iberia ;  after  a  certain  interval,  it  became  extended  to  the  ad¬ 
joining  mainland,  and  a  body  of  native  Iberians  were  admitted 
to  joint  residence  within  the  new-walled  circuit  there  establish¬ 
ed.  This  new  circuit  however  was  divided  in  half  by  an  inter¬ 
vening  wall,  on  one  side  of  which  dwelt  the  Iberians,  on  the 
other  side  the  Greeks.  One  gate  alone  was  permitted,  for  inter¬ 
communication,  guarded  night  and  day  by  appointed  magistrates, 
one  of  whom  was  perpetually  on  the  spot.  Every  night,  one 
third  of  the  Greek  citizens  kept  guard  ok  the  walls,  or  at  least 
held  themselves  prepared  to  do  so.  How  long  these  strict  and 
fatiguing  precautions  were  found  necessary,  we  do  not  know  ;  but 
after  a  certain  time  they  were  relaxed,  and  the  intervening  wall 
disappeared,  so  that  Greeks  and  Iberians  freely  coalesced  into  one 


1  The  oration  composed  by  Demosthenes  node  T.rjvd'&sfuv,  relates  to  an 
affair  wherein  a  ship,  captain,  and  mate,  all  from  Massalia,  are  found  engag¬ 
ed  in  the  carrying  trade  between  Athens  and  Syracuse  (Demosth.  p.  881 

•* *}  h 

*  Bruckner,  Hietor.  Massiliensium,  c  7  (Gottingen) 
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community.-  It  is  not  often  tliat  we  are  allowed  to  see  so  mucb 
in  detail  the  early  difficulties  and  dangers  of  a  Grecian  colony. 
Massalia  itself  was  situated  under  nearly  similar  circumstances 
among  the  rude  Ligurian  Salyes ;  we  hear  of  these  Ligurians 
hiring  themselves  as  laborers  to  dig  on  the  fields  of  Massaliot 
proprietors.* 2 3  The  various  tribes  of  Ligurians,  Gauls,  and  Ibe¬ 
rians  extended  down  to  the  coast,  so  that  there  was  no  safe  road 
along  it,  nor  any  communication  except  by  sea,  until  the  con¬ 
quests  of  the  Romans  in  the  second  and  first  century  before  the 
Christian  era.8 

The  government  of  Massalia  was  oligarchical,  carried  on 
chiefly  by  a  Senate  or  Great  Council  of  Six  Hundred  (called 
Timuchi),  elected  for  life  —  and  by  a  small  council  of  fifteen, 
chosen  among  this  larger  body  to  take  turn  in  executive  duties.4 
The  public  habits  of  the  administrators  are  said  to  have  been  ex¬ 
tremely  vigilant  and  circumspect ;  the  private  habits  of  the  citi¬ 
zens,  frugal  and  temperate  —  a  maximum  being  fixed  by  law  for 
dowries  and  marriage-ceremonies.5 * *  They  were  careful  in  their 
dealings  with  the  native  tribes,  with  whom  they  appear  to  have 
maintained  relations  generally  friendly.  The  historian  Ephorus 
(whose  history  closed  about  340  B.  c.)  represented  the  Gauls  as 


'*  Livy,  xxxiv.  8  ;  Strabo,  iii.  p.  160.  At  Massalia,  it  is  said  that  no  armed 
6tranger  was  ever  allowed  to  enter  the  city,  without  depositing  his  arms  at 
the  gate  (Justin,  xliii.  4). 

This  precaution  seems  to  have  been  adopted  in  other  cities  also :  see 
iEneas,  Poliorket.  c.  30. 

*  Strabo,  iii.  p.  165.  A  fact  told  to  Poseidonius  by  a  Massaliot  proprietor 
who  was  his  personal  friend. 

In  the  siege  of  Massalia  by  Caesar,  a  detachment  of  Albici, —  mountaineers 
not  far  from  the  town,  and  old  allies  or  dependents  —  were  brought  in  to 
help  in  the  defence  (Caesar,  Bell.  G.  i.  34). 

3  Strabo,  iv.  p.  180. 

4  Strabo,  iv.  p.  181 ;  Cicero,  De  Republ.  xxvii.  Fragm.  Vacancies  in  the 

senate  seem  to  have  been  filled  up  from  meritorious  citizens  generally — as 
far  as  we  can  judge  by  a  brief  allusion  in  Aristotle  (Polit.  vi.  7). 

From  another  passage  in  the  same  work,  it  seems  that  the  narrow  basis 

of  the  oligarchy  must  have  given  rise  to  dissensions  (v.  6).  Aristotle  had 
included  the  'MacrcraA.iuTuv  Tco'kiTeia  in  his  lost  work  Tlepl  TIoTuteluv. 

b  Strabo,  l  c.  However,  one  author  from  whom  Athenaeus  borrowed  (xfe 
p.  523),  described  the  Massaliots  as  luxurious  in  their  habits. 
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especially  phil-hellenic ; 1  an  impression  which  he  could  hardly 
have  derived  from  any  but  Massaliot  informants.  The  Massa- 
liots  (who  in  the  first  century  before  Christ  were  trilingues , 
speaking  Greek,  Latin,  and  Gallic'2 * * * * *)  contributed  to  engraft  upon 
these  unlettered  men  a  certain  refinement  and  variety  of  wants, 
and  to  lay  the  foundation  of  that  taste  for  letters  which  after¬ 
wards  became  largely  diffused  throughout  the  Roman  Province 
of  Gaul.  At  sea,  and  in  traffic,  the  Phenicians  and  Carthagin¬ 
ians  were  their  formidable  rivals.  This  was  among  the  causes 
which  threw  them  betimes  into  alliance  and  active  cooperation 
with  Rome,  under  whose  rule  they  obtained  favorable  treatment, 
when  the  blessing  of  freedom  was  no  longer  within  their  reach. 

Enough  is  known  about  Massalia  to  show  that  the  city  was  a 
genuine  specimen  of  Hellenism  and  Hellenic  influences  —  acting 
not  by  force  or  constraint,  but  simply  by  superior  intelligence 
and  activity  —  by  power  of  ministering  to  wants  which  must  oth¬ 
erwise  have  remained  unsupplied  —  and  by  the  assimilating  ef¬ 
fect  of  a  lettered  civilization  upon  ruder  neighbors.  This  is  the 
more  to  be  noticed  as  it  contrasts  strikingly  with  the  Macedonian 
influences  which  have  occupied  so  much  of  the  present  volume ; 
force  admirably  organized  and  wielded  by  Alexander,  yet  still 
nothing  but  force.  The  loss  of  all  details  respecting  the  history 
of  Massalia  is  greatly  to  be  lamented ;  and  hardly  less,  that  of 
the  writings  of  Pytheas,  an  intelligent  Massa.liotic  navigator, 
who,  at  this  early  age  (330-320  b.  c.),8  with  an  adventurous 


1  Strabo,  iv.  p.  199.  'E (popog  6e  v-irep^dTJiovaav  rip  peyi&ei  Aeyei  tt/v 

K e2,TiK7/v,  vote  f]oi rep  vvv  ’Ifir/piae  Kahov/uev  EKeivoie  rd  n/.eiaTa  npoavepEiv 

U£XP 1  r  adeipuv,  <f)iX£XXTjvag  re  air  o  <p  a  i  v  e  i  r  o  i)  g  dv#pcj7rot>f, 
Kal  7 ro/lAd  Idu "keyei  nepi  airribv  ova  tombra  role  vvv.  Compare  p.  181. 

It  is  to  be  remembered  that  Ephorus  was  a  native  of  the  Asiatic  Kym4 
the  immediate  neighbor  of  Phoksea,  which  was  the  metropolis  of  Massalia. 

The  Massaliots  never  forgot  or  broke  off  their  connection  whith  Phoksea : 
see  the  statement  of  their  intercession  with  the  Romans  on  behalf  of  Phokaea 

(Justin,  xxxvii.  1).  Ephorus  therefore  had  good  means  of  learning  what¬ 
ever  Massaliot  citizens  were  disposed  to  communicate. 

s  Varro,  Antiq.  Fragm.  p.  350,  ed.  Bipont. 

8  See  the  Fragmenta  Pythese  collected  by  Arfwedson,  Upsal,  1824.  He 
wrote  two  works  —  1  Trie  Ylspiodoe.  2.  II epi  ’£2 neavov.  His  statements 
were  greatly  esteemed,  and  often  followed,  by  Eratosthenes ;  partially  fol¬ 
lowed  by  Hipparchus  harshly  judged  by  Polybius,  whom  Strabo  in  the 

VOL.  XII.  39 
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boldness  even  jmore  than  Phokaeau,  sailed  through  the  Pillars  of 
Herakies  and  from  thence  northward  along  the  coast  of  Spain, 
Gaul,  Britain,  Germany  —  perhaps  yet  farther.  Probably  no 
Greek  except  a  Massaliot  could  have  accomplished  such  a  voy¬ 
age  ;  which  in  his  case  deserves  the  greater  sympathy,  as  there 
was  no  other  reward  for  the  difficulties  and  dangers  braved,  ex¬ 
cept  the  gratification  of  an  intelligent  curiosity.  It  seems  plain 
that  the  publication  of  his  “  Survey  of  the  Earth  ”  —  much  con¬ 
sulted  by  Eratosthenes,  though  the  criticisms  which  have  reached 
us  through  Polybius  and  Strabo  dwell  chiefly  upon  its  mistakes, 
real  or  supposed  —  made  an  epoch  in  ancient  geographical  knowl¬ 
edge. 

From  the  western  wing  of  the  Hellenic  ivorld,  we  pass  to  the 
eastern  —  the  Euxine  Sea.  Of  the  Pentapolis  on  its  western 
coast  south  of  the  Danube  (Apollon ia,  Mesembria,  Kallatis, 
Odessus,  and  probably  Istrus)  —  and  of  Tyras  near  the  mouth 
of  the  river  so  called  (now  Dniester)  —  we  have  little  to  record , 
though  Istrus  and  Apollonia  were  among  the  towns  whose  politi¬ 
cal  constitutions  Aristotle  thought  worthy  of  his  examination.1 
But  Herakleia  on  the  south  coast,  and  Pantikapaeum  or  Bos¬ 
porus  between  the  Euxine  and  the  Palus  Mteotis  (now  Sea  of 
Azof,)  are  not  thus  unknown  to  history ;  nor  can  Sinope  (on  the 
south  coast)  and  Olbia  (on  the  north-west)  be  altogether  passed 
over.  Though  lying  apart  from  the  political  headship  of  Athens 
or  Sparta,  ail  these  cities  were  legitimate  members  of  the  Hellenic 
brotherhood.  All  supplied  spectators  and  competitors  for  the 

main  follows.  Even  by  those  who  judge  .him  most  severely,  Pytheas  is  ad¬ 
mitted  to  have  been  a  good  mathematician  and  astronomer  fStrabo,  iv.  p. 
201)  —  and  to  have  travelled  extensively  in  person.  Like  Herodotus,  he 
must  have  been  forced  to  report  a  great  deal  on  hearsay ;  and  all  that  he 
could  do  was  to  report  the  best  hearsay  information  which  reached  him.  It 
is  evident  that  his  writings  made  an  epoch  in  geographical  inquiries ;  though 
they  doubtless  contained  numerous  inaccuracies.  See  a  fair  estimate  of 
Pytheas  in  Mannert,  Geog.  der  Gr.  und  Romer,  Introd.  i.  p.  73-86. 

The  Massaliotic  Codex  of  Homer,  possessed  and  consulted  among  others 
by  the  Alexandrine  critics,  affords  presumption  that  the  celebrity  of  Massa- 
lia  as  a  place  of  Grecian  literature  and  study  (in  which  character  it  compet 
ed  with  Athens  towards  the  commencement  of  the  Roman  empire)  had  its 
foundations  laid  at  least  in  the  third  century  before  the  Christian  era- 

'  Aristotle,  Politic,  v.  2,  11 ;  v.  5,  2. 
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Pan-hell enic  festivals  —  pupils  to  the  rhetors  and  philosophers 
—  purchasers,  and  sometimes  even  rivals,  to  the  artists.  All  too 
were  (like  Massalia  and  Kyrene)  adulterated  partially  —  Olbia 
and  Bosporus  considerably  —  by  admixture  of  a  non-liellenic  ele¬ 
ment. 

Of  Sinope,  and  its  three  dependent  colonies  Kotyora,  Kerasus, 
and  Trapezus,  I  have  already  said  something,1  in  describing  the 
retreat  of  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks.  Like  Massalia  with  its 
dependencies  Antipolis,  Nikaea,  and  others  —  Sinope  enjoyed 
not  merely  practical  independence,  but  considerable  prosperity 
and  local  dignity,  at  the  time  when  Xenophon  and  his  compan¬ 
ions  marched  through  those  regions.  The  citizens  were  on  terms 
of  equal  alliance,  mutually  advantageous,  with  Korylas  prince  of 
Paphlagonia,  on  the  borders  of  whose  territory  they  dwelt.  It 
is  probable  that  they  figured  on  the  tribute  list  of  the  Persian 
king  as  a  portion  of  Paphlagonia,  and  paid  an  annual  sum ;  but 
here  ended  their  subjection.  Their  behavior  towards  the  Ten 
Thousand  Greeks,  pronounced  enemies  of  the  Persian  king,  was 
that  of  an  independent  city.  Neither  they,  nor  even  the  inland 
Paphlagonians,  warlike  and  turbulent,  were  molested  with  Per¬ 
sian  governors  or  military  occupation.2  Alexander  however 
numbered  them  among  the  subjects  of  Persia ;  and  it  is  a  re¬ 
markable  fact,  that  envoys  from  Sinope  were  found  remaining 
with  Darius  almost  to  his  last  hour,  after  he  had  become  a  con¬ 
quered  fugitive,  and  had  lost  his  armies,  his  capitals,  and  his 
treasures.  These  Sinopian  envoys  fell  into  the  hands  of  Alex¬ 
ander  ;  who  set  them  at  liberty  with  the  remark,  that  since  they 
were  not  members  of  the  Hellenic  confederacy,  but  subjects  of 
Persia  —  their  presence  as  envoys  near  Darius  was  very  excusa¬ 
ble.3  The  position  of  Sinope  placed  her  out  of  the  direct  range 
of  the  hostilities  carried  on  by  Alexander’s  successors  against 
each  other ;  and  the  ancient  Kappadokian  princes  of  the  Mithri- 
datic  family  (professedly  descendants  of  the  Persian  Achoe- 


1  See  Vol.  IX.  Ch.  lxxi.  p.  129  seqq. 

2  See  the  remarkable  life  of  the  Karian  Datames,  by  Cornelius  Nepos, 
Which  gives  some  idea  of  the  situation  of  Paphlagonia  about  360-350  B.  Q» 
(cap.  7,  8).  Compare  Xenoph.  Hellenic,  iv.  1,  4 

*  Arrian,  iii.  24,  8;  Curtius,  vi.  5,  6. 
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menidaa),1  who  ultimately  ripened  into  the  king  of  Pontas,  hail 
not  become  sufficiently  powerful  to  swallow  up  her  independence 
until  the  reign  of  Pharnakes,  in  the  second  century  before  Christ. 
Sinope  then  passed  under  his  dominion ;  exchanging  (like  ofch- 
ers)  the  condition  of  a  free  Grecian  city  for  that  of  a  subject  of 
the  barbaric  kings  of  Pontus,  with  a  citadel  and  mercenary  gar¬ 
rison  to  keep  her  citizens  in  obedience.  We  know  nothing  how¬ 
ever  of  the  intermediate  events. 

Respecting  the  Pontic  Herakleia,  our  ignorance  is  not  so  com¬ 
plete.  That  city  —  much  nearer  than  SinSpd  to  the  mouth  of 
the  Thracian  Bosporus,  and  distant  by  sea  from  Byzantium  only 
one  long  day’s  voyage  of  a  rowboat  —  was  established  by  Mega- 
rians  and  Boeotians  on  the  coast  of  the  Mariandyni.  These  na¬ 
tives  were  subdued,  and  reduced  to  a  kind  of  serfdom ;  whereby 
they  became  slaves,  yet  with  a  proviso  that  they  should  never  bo 
sold  out  of  the  territory.  Adjoining,  on  the  westward,  between 
Herakleia  and  Byzantium,  were  the  Bithynian  Thracians  —  vil¬ 
lagers  not  merely  independent,  but  warlike  and  fierce  wreckers, 
who  cruelly  maltreated  any  Greeks  stranded  on  their  coast.* 
We  are  told  in  general  terms  that  the  government  of  Her&kidis 
was  oligarchical ; 8  perhaps  in  the  hands  of  the  descendants  of 
the  principal  original  colonists,  who  partitioned  among  them¬ 
selves  the  territory  with  its  Mariandynian  serfs,  and  w  ho  formed 
a  small  bat  rich  minority  among  the  total  population.  We  hear 
of  them  as  powerful  at  sea,  and  as  being  able  to  man,  through 
their  numerous  serfs,  a  considerable  fleet,  with  which  they  in¬ 
vaded  the  territory  of  Leukon  prince  of  the  Kimmerian  Bos¬ 
porus.* 4 * * *  They  were  also  engaged  in  land- war  with  Mithridatea, 


*  Polybius,  v.  43.  *  Xenoph.  Anab.  vi.  6,  2. 

4  Aristot.  Polit.  v.  5,  2 ;  v.  5,  5.  Another  passage  in  the  same  work,  how¬ 
ever  (v.  4,  2),  says,  that  in  Herakleia,  the  democracy  was  subverted  imme¬ 
diately  after  the  foundation  of  the  colony,  through  the  popular  leaders ;  who 
committed  injustice  against  the  rich.  These  rich  men  were  banished,  bat 
collected  strength  enough  to  return  and  subvert  the  democracy  by  force. 

If  this  passage  alludes  to  the  same  Herakleia  (there  were  many  towns  of 

that  name),  the  government  must  have  been  originally  democratical.  B’Jt 
the  serfdom  of  the  natives  seems  to  imply  an  oligarchy. 

*  Aristot.  Polit  vii.  5,  7  Polyaen.  vi.  9,  3,  4 }  compare  Fseudo-AristetiP 

nSconomic.  ii.  9 
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a  prince  of  the  ancient  Persian  family  established  as  district  ru¬ 
lers  in  Northern  Kappadokia.1 

Towards  380—370  b.  c.,  the  Herakleots  became  disturbed  by 
violent  party-contentions  within  the  city.  As  far  as  we  can  di¬ 
vine  from  a  few  obscure  hints,  these  contentions  began  among 
the  oligarchy  themselves  ;  2  some  of  whom  opposed,  and  partially 
threw  open,  a  close  political  monopoly  —  yet  not  without  a  strug¬ 
gle,  in  the  course  of  which  an  energetic  citizen  named  Klear- 
chus  was  banished.  Presently  however  the  contest  assumed 
larger  dimensions ;  the  plebs  sought  admission  into  the  constitu¬ 
tion,  and  are  even  said  to  have  required  abolition  of  debts  with 
a  redivision  of  the  lands.3  A  democratical  constitution  was  es¬ 
tablished  ;  but  it  was  speedily  menaced  by  conspiracies  of  the 
rich,  to  guard  against  which,  the  classification  of  the  citizens  was 
altered.  Instead  of  three  tribes,  and  four  centuries,  all  were  dis¬ 
tributed  anew  into  sixty-four  centuries ;  the  tribes  being  discon¬ 
tinued.  It  would  appear  that  in  the  original  four  centuries,  the 
rich  men  had  been  so  enrolled  as  to  form  separate  military  divis¬ 
ions  (probably  their  rustic  serfs  being  armed  along  with  them) 
—  while  the  three  tribes  had  contained  all  the  rest  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  ;  so  that  the  effect  of  thus  multiplying  the  centuries  was,  to 
divest  the  rich  of  their  separate  military  enrolment,  and  to  dis¬ 
seminate  them  in  many  different  regiments  along  with  a  greater 
number  of  poor.4 * * * 

Still  however  the  demands  of  the  people  were  not  fully  grant¬ 
ed,  and  dissension  continued.  Not  merely  the  poorer  citizens, 
but  also  the  population  of  serfs  —  homogeneous,  speaking  the 
same  language,  and  sympathizing  with  each  other,  like  Helots  or 


The  reign  of  Leukon  lasted  from  about  392-352  b.  c.  The  event  alluded 
to  by  Polyaenus  must  have  occurred  at  some  time  during  this  interval. 

1  Justin,  xvi.  4. 

"  Aristot.  v.  5.  2;  5,  10.  8  Justin,  xvi.  4. 

4  TEneas,  Poliorket.  c.  11.  I  have  given  what  seems  the  most  probable 
explanation  of  a  very  obscure  passage. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  distribution  of  citizens  into  centuries  (knaToa 

TVec )  prevailed  also  at  Byzantium ;  see  Inscript.  No.  2060  ap.  Boeck.  Corp 

Inscr.  Grasc.  p.  130.  A  citizen  of  Olbia,  upon  whom  the  citizenship  of  By 
zantium  is  conferred,  is  allowed  to  enroll  himself  in  any  one  of  the  knaroc 

rve<:  that  he  prefers. 
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Penestae  —  when  once  agitated  by  the  hope  of  liberty,  were  with 
difficulty  appeased.  The  government,  though  greatly  democra¬ 
tized,  found  itself  unable  to  maintain  tranquillity,  and  invoked  as¬ 
sistance  from  without.  Application  was  made  first,  to  the  Athe¬ 
nian  Timotheus  —  next,  to  the  Theban  Epaminondas ;  but 
neither  of  them  would  interfere  —  nor  was  there,  indeed,  any 
motive  to  tempt  them.  At  length  application  was  made  to  the 
exiled  citizen  Klearchus. 

This  exile,  now  about  forty  years  of  age,  intelligent,  audacious 
and  unprincipled,  had  passed  four  years  at  Athens  partly  in  hear¬ 
ing  the  lessons  of  Plato  and  Isokrates  —  and  had  watched  with 
emulous  curiosity  the  brilliant  fortune  of  the  despot  Dionysius  at 
Syracuse,  in  whom  both  these  philosophers  took  interest.1  Dur¬ 
ing  his  banishment,  moreover,  he  had  done  what  was  common 
with  Grecian  exiles ;  he  had  taken  service  with  the  enemy  of  his 
native  city,  the  neighboring  prince  Mithridates,2  and  probably 
enough  against  the  city  itself.  As  an  officer,  he  distinguished 
himself  much ;  acquiring  renown  with  the  prince  and  influence 


1  Diodor.  xv.  81.  k^f/'Xxiae  fiev  rr/v  A lovvcs'iov  tov  'Lvpanovaiov  diayuyijv, 
etc.  Memuon,  Fragm.  c.  1  ,  Isokrates,  Epist.  vii. 

It  is  here  that  the  fragments  of  Memnon,  as  abstracted  by  Photius  (Cod. 
224),  begin.  Photius  had  seen  only  eight  books  of  Memnon’s  History  of 
Herakleia  (Books  ix.-xvi.  inclusive) ,  neither  the  first  eight  books  (see  the 
end  of  his  Excerpta  from  Memnon),  nor  those  after  the  sixteenth,  had  come 
under  his  view.  This  is  greatly  to  be  regretted,  as  we  are  thus  shut  out 
from  the  knowledge  of  Heraklean  affairs  anterior  to  Klearchus. 

It  happens,  not  unfrequently,  with  Photius,  that  he  does  not  possess  an 
entire  work,  but  only  parts  of  it ;  this  is -a  curious  fact,  in  reference  to  the 
libraries  of  the  ninth  century  a.  d. 

The  fragments  of  Memnon  are  collected  out  of  Photius,  together  with 
those  of  Nymphis  and  other  llerakleotic  historians,  and  illustrated  with 
useful  notes  and  citations,  in  the  edition  of  Orelli ;  as  well  as  by  K.  Muller, 
in  Didot’s  Fragm.  Hist  Grtec.  tom.  iii.  p  525.  Memnon  carried  his  history 
down  to  the  time  of  Julius  Cmsar,  and  appears  to  have  lived  shortly  after 
the  Christian  era.  Nymphis  (whom  he  probably  copied)  was  much  older; 
having  lived  seemingly  from  about  300-230  b.  c.  (see  the  few  Fragmenta 
remaining  from  him,  in  the  same  work,  iii.  p.  12).  The  work  of  the  Herak- 
leotic  author  Herodorus  seems  to  have  been  altogether  upon  legendary  mat¬ 
ter  (see  Fragm.  iu  the  same  work,  ii.  p.  27).  He  was  half  a  century  earlier 
than  Nymphis.  Suidas  v. 
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over  the  minds  of  soldiers.  Hence  his  friends,  and  a  party  in 
Herakleia,  became  anxious  to  recall  him,  as  moderator  and  pro 
tector  under  the  grievous  political  discords  prevailing.  It  was 
the  oligarchical  party  who  invited  him  to  come  back,  at  the  head 
of  a  body  of  troops,  as  their  auxiliary  in  keeping  down  the  plebs. 
Klearchus  accepted  their  invitation  ;  but  with  the  full  purpose 
of  making  himself  the  Dionysius  of  Herakleia.  Obtaining  from 
Mithridates  a  powerful  body  of  mercenaries,  under  secret  prom¬ 
ise  to  hold  the  city  only  as  his  prefect,  he  marched  thither  with 
the  proclaimed  purpose  of  maintaining  order,  and  upholding  the 
government.  As  his  mercenary  soldiers  were  soon  found  trou¬ 
blesome  companions,  he  obtained  permission  to  construct  a  sepa¬ 
rate  stronghold  in  the  city,  under  color  of  keeping  them  apart  in 
the  stricter  discipline  of  a  barrack.1  Having  thus  secured  a 
strong  position,  he  invited  Mithridates  into  the  city,  to  receive 
the  promised  possession ;  but  instead  of  performing  this  engage¬ 
ment,  he  detained  the  prince  as  prisoner,  and  only  released  him 
on  payment  of  a  considerable  ransom.  He  next  cheated,  still 
more  grossly,  tbe  oligarchy  who  had  recalled  him ;  denouncing 
their  past  misrule,  declaring  himself  their  mortal  enemy,  and  es¬ 
pousing  the  pretensions  as  well  as  the  antipathies  of  the  plebs. 
The  latter  willingly  seconded  him  in  his  measures  —  even  ex¬ 
treme  measures  of  cruelty  and  spoliation  —  against  their  political 
enemies.  A  large  number  of  the  rich  were  killed,  imprisoned, 
or  impoverished  and  banished ;  their  slaves  or  serfs,  too,  were 
cot  only  manumitted  by  order  of  the  new  despot,  but  also  mar¬ 
ried  to  the  wives  and  daughters  of  the  exiles.  The  most  tragi¬ 
cal  scenes  arose  out  of  these  forced  marriages;  many  of  the 
women  even  killed  themselves,  some  after  having  first  killed 
their  new  husbands.  Among  the  exiles,  a  party,  driven  to  de¬ 
spair.  procured  assistance  from  without,  and  tried  to  obtain  by 
*brce  readmittance  into  the  city ;  but  they  were  totally  defeated 


J  Polysenns,  ii.  30,  1 ;  Justin,  xvi.  4.  “  A  quibus  revocatns  in  patriam, 

per  qnos  in  arce  collocatus  fuerat,”  etc. 

ASneas  (Poliorket.  c.  12)  cites  this  proceeding  as  an  example  of  the  mis* 
take  made  by  a  political  party,  in  calling  in  a  greater  number  of  mertsoaaffg 
auxiliaries  titan  they  could  manage  or  keep  in  order. 
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by  Klearclius,  who  after  this  victory  became  more  brutal  am! 
unrelenting  than  ever.1  » 

He  was  now  in  irresistible  power;  despot  of  the  whole  city, 
plebs  as  well  as  oligarchy.  Such  he  continued  to  be  for  twelve 
years ;  during  which  he  displayed  great  warlike  energy  against 
exterior  enemies,  together  with  unabated  cruelty  towards  the 
citizens.  He  farther  indulged  in  the  most  overweening  inso¬ 
lence  of*  personal  demeanor,  adopting  an  Oriental  costume  ana 
ornaments,  and  proclaiming  himself  the  son  of  Zeus  —  as  Alex¬ 
ander  the  Great  did  after  him.  Amidst  all  these  enormities, 
however,  his  literary  tastes  did  not  forsake  him  *  he  collected  a 
library,  at  that  time  a  very  rare  possession.2 *  Many  were  the 
conspiracies  attempted  by  suffering  citizens  against  this  tyrant; 
but  his  vigilance  baffled  and  punished  all.  At  length  two  young 
men,  Chion  and  Leonides  (they  too  having  been  among  the 
hearers  of  Plato),  found  an  opportunity  to  stab  him  at  a  Diony- 
siac  festival.  They,  with  those  who  seconded  them,  were  slain 
by  his  guards,  after  a  gallant  resistance ;  but  Klearchus  himself 
died  of  the  wound,  in  torture  and  mental  remorse.8 

His  death  unfortunately  brought  no  relief  to  the  Herakleots. 
The  two  sons  whom  he  left,  Timotheus  and  Dionysius,  were 
both  minors ;  but  his  brother  Satyrus,  administering  in  their 
name,  grasped  the  sceptre  and  continued  the  despotism,  with 
cruelty  not  merely  undiminished,  but  even  aggravated  and  sharp¬ 
ened  by  the  past  assassination.  Not  inferior  to  his  predecessor 
in  energy  and  vigilance,  Satyrus  was  in  this  respect  different, 
that  he  was  altogether  rude  and  unlettered.  Moreover  he  was 
rigidly  scrupulous  in  preserving  the  crown  for  his  brother’s  chil¬ 
dren,  as  soon  as  they  should  be  of  age.  To  ensure  to  them  an 
undisturbed  succession,  he  took  every  precaution  to  avoid  beget¬ 
ting  children  of  his  own  by  his  wife.4  After  a  rule  of  seven 
years,  Satyrus  died  of  a  lingering  and  painful  distemper. 


1  Justin,  xvi.  4,  5  ;  Theopompus  ap.  Athenae.  iii.  p.  85.  Fragm.  200,  ed. 
Didot. 

*  Memnon,  c.  1.  The  seventh  Epistle  of  Isokrates,  addressed  to  Timo 
iheus  son  of  Klearchus,  recognizes  generally  this  character  of  the  latter 
With  whose  memory  Isokrates  disclaims  all  sympathy. 

;  Memnon,  c.  1  ;  Justin,  xvi.  5 ;  Diodor.  xvi.  36. 

4  Memnon,  c.  2  kid  6e  ry  (piXadetyig.  rd  npurov  yveynaTo'  ti)v  yelp  apxfa 
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The  government  of  Herakleia  now  devolved  on  Timotheus, 
who  exhibited  a  contrast,  alike  marked  and  beneficent,  with  his 
father  and  uncle.  Renouncing  all  their  cruelty  and  constraint, 
he  set  at  liberty  every  man  whom  he  found  in  prison.  He  was 
strict  in  dispensing  justice,  but  mild  and  even  liberal  in  all  his 
dealings  towards  the  citizens.  At  the  same  time,  he  was  a  man 
of  adventurous  courage,  carrying  on  successful  war  against  for¬ 
eign  enemies,  and  making  his  power  respected  all  round*  With 
his  younger  brother  Dionysius,  he  maintained  perfect  harmony, 
treating  him  as  an  equal  and  partner.  Though  thus  using  his 
power  generously  towards  the  Herakleots,  he  was,  however,  still 
a  despot,  and  retained  the  characteristic  marks  of  despotism  — 
the  strong  citadel,  fortified  separately  from  the  town,  with  a  com¬ 
manding  mercenary  force.  After  a  reign  of  about  nine  years,  he 
died,  deeply  mourned  by  every  one.1 

Dionysius,  who  succeeded  him,  fell  upon  unsettled  times,  full 
both  of  hope  and  fear ;  opening  chances  of  aggrandizement,  yet 
with  many  new  dangers  and  uncertainties.  The  sovereignty 
which  he  inherited  doubtless  included,  not  simply  the  city  of 
Herakleia,  but  also  foreign  dependencies  and  possessions  in  its 


rotf  tov  a6e2.(f)OV  TratGiv  uveTTr/psaorov  avvrripCjv,  tiri  togovtov  tt/£  avr&v 
xrjdepovia c  %6yov  fridero,  cjf  xal  yvvattil  ovvdv,  /cat  tote  Xiav  Grepyopevy , 
py  avaoxecdat  Traidonotr/cai,  aTiTtd.  pr/xavV  ^doy  yovf/c  GTEpyotv  eavTtp  dma- 
Gat,  £Jf  av  pyd'  oAcjf  v'Rok'tTxot  Tivh  itpedpevovra  roig  tov  uSeTitpov  tt aiGtv. 

In  the  Antigoniil  dynasty  of  Macedonia,  we  read  that  Demetrius,  son  of 
Antigonus  Gonatas,  died  leaving  his  son  Philip  a  boy.  Antigonus  called 
Doson,  younger  brother  of  Demetrius,  assumed  the  regency  on  behalf  of 
Philip-,  he  married  the  widow  of  Demetrius,  and  had  children  by  her;  but 
he  was  so  anxious  to  guard  Philip’s  succession  against  all  chance  of  being 
disturbed,  that  he  refused  to  bring  up  his  own  children —'O  de  naidtov 
yevopevcov  ta  ryt;  XpvGyido^,  ova  avefipeiparo,  tt)v  apxv v  rw  ^tTinnrC)  TvcptGU- 
fov  (Porphyry,  Fragm.  ap.  Didot,  Fragm.  Histor.  Graec.  vol.  iii.  p.  701). 

In  the  Greek  and  Roman  world,  the  father  was  generally  considered  to 
have  the  right  of  determining  whether  he  would  or  would  not  bring  up  a  new¬ 
born  child.  The  obligation  was  only  supposed  to  commence  when  he  ac¬ 
cepted  or  sanctioned  it,  by  taking  up  the  child. 

1  Merancn,  c.  3.  The  Epistle  of  Isokrates  (vii.)  addressed  to  Timotheus 
in  recommendation  of  a  friend,  is  in  harmony  with  this  general  character, 
but  gives  no  new  information. 

Diodorus  reckons  Timotheus  as  immediately  succeeding  Klearchus  his 
father —  considering  Satyrus  simply  as  regent  (xvi.  36). 
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neighborhood ;  for  his  three  predecessors1  had  been  all  enterprise 
ing  chiefs,  commanding  a  considerable  aggressive  force.  At  the 
commencement  of  his  reign,  indeed,  the  ascendency  of  Memnon 
and  the  Persian  force  in  the  north-western  part  of  Asia  Minor 
was  at  a  higher  pitch  than  ordinary ;  it  appears  too  that  Klear- 
chus  —  and  probably  his  successors  also  —  had  always  taken  care 
to  keep  on  the  best  terms  with  the  Persian  court.2 3  But  pre¬ 
sently  came  the  invasion  of  Alexander  (334  b.  c.),  with  the  bat¬ 
tle  of  the  Granikus,  which  totally  extinguished  the  Persian 
power  in  Asia  Minor,  and  was  followed,  after  no  long  interval, 
by  the  entire  conquest  of  the  Persian  empire.  The  Persian  con¬ 
trol  being  now  removed  from  Asia  Minor  —  while  Alexander 
with  the  great  Macedonian  force  merely  passed  through  it  to  the 
east,  leaving  viceroys  behind  him  —  new  hopes  of  independence 
or  aggrandizement  began  to  arise  among  the  native  princes  in 
Bithynia,  Paphlagonia,  and  Kappadokia.  The  Bithynian  prince 
even  contended  successfully  in  the  field  against  Kalas,  who  had 
been  appointed  by  Alexander  as  satrap  in  Phrygia.8  The  He- 
rakleot  Dionysius,  on  the  other  hand,  enemy  by  position  of  these 
Bithynians,  courted  the  new  Macedonian  potentates,  playing  his 
political  game  with  much  skill  in  every  way.  He  kept  his  forces 
well  in  hand,  and  his  dominions  carefully  guarded ;  he  ruled  in  a 
mild  and  popular  manner,  so  as  to  preserve  among  the  Herak- 
leots  the  same  feelings  of  attachment  which  had  been  inspired  by 
his  predecessor.  While  the  citizens  of  the  neighboring  Sinope 
(as  has  been  already  related)  sent  their  envoys  to  Darius, 
Dionysius  kept  his  eyes  upon  Alexander ;  taking  care  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  footing  at  Pella,  and  being  peculiarly  assiduous  in  atten¬ 
tions  to  Alexander’s  sister,  the  princess  Kleopatra.4  He  was 
the  better  qualified  for  this  courtly  service,  as  he  was  a  man  of 
elegant  and  ostentatious  tastes,  and  had  purchased  from  his  name¬ 
sake,  the  fallen  Syracusan  Dionysius,  all  the  rich  furniture  of  the 
Dionysian  family,  highly  available  for  presents.5 

1  We  hear  of  Klearchus  as  having  besieged  Astakus  (afterwards  Nikome^ 
dia)  — at  the  interior  extremity  of  the  north-eastern  indentation  of  the  Pr® 
pontis,  called  the  Gulf  of  Astakus  (Plyaenus,  ii.  30,  3). 

8  Memnon,  c.  1. 

3  Memnon,  c.  20.  4  Memnon,  c.  8. 

s  Memnon,  c.  3.  See  in  this  History,  Vol.  XI.  Ch.  lxxxv.  p.  154. 
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By  the  favor  of  Antipater  and  the  regency  at  Pella,  the  He- 
rakleotic  despot  was  enabled  both  to  maintain  and  extend  his 
dominions,  until  the  return  of  Alexander  to  Susa  and  Babylon 
in  324  b.  c.  All  other  authority  was  now  superseded  by  the  per¬ 
sonal  will  of  the  omnipotent  conqueror ;  who,  mistrusting  all  his 
delegates  —  Antipater,  the  princesses,  and  the  satraps  —  listened 
readily  to  complainants  from  all  quarters,  and  took  particular 
pride  in  espousing  the  pretensions  of  Grecian  exiles.  •  I  have 
Filready  recounted  how  in  June  324  b.  c.  ,  Alexander  promul¬ 
gated  at  the  Olympic  festival  a  sweeping  edict,  directing  that  in 
every  Grecian  city  the  exiles  should  be  restored-— by  force,  if 
force  was  required.  Among  the  various  Grecian  exiles,  those 
from  Herakleia  were  not  backward  in  soliciting  his  support,  to 
obtain  their  own  restoration,  as  well  as  the  expulsion  of  the  des¬ 
pot.  As  they  were  entitled,  along  with  others,  to  the  benefit  of 
the  recent  edict,  the  position  of  Dionysius  became  one  of  extreme 
danger.  He  now  reaped  the  full  benefit  of  his  antecedent  pru¬ 
dence,  in  having  maintained  both  his  popularity  with  the  Herak- 
leots  at  home,  and  his  influence  with  Antipater,  to  whom  the  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  edict  was  entrusted.  He  was  thus  enabled  to 
ward  off  the  danger  for  a  time ;  and  his  good  fortune  rescued 
him  from  it  altogether,  by  the  death  of  Alexander  in  June  323 
B.  c.  That  event,  coming  as  it  did  unexpectedly  upon  every 
one,  filled  Dionysius  with  such  extravagant  joy,  that  he  fell  into 
a  swoon :  and  he  commemorated  it  by  erecting  a  statue  in  honor 
of  Euthymia,  or  the  tranquillizing  goddess.  His  position  how¬ 
ever  seemed  again  precarious,  when  the  Herakleotic  exiles  re¬ 
newed  their  solicitations  to  Perdikkas :  who  favored  their  cause, 
and  might  probably  have  restored  them,  if  he  had  chosen  to  direct 
his  march  towards  the  Hellespont  against  Antipater  and  Krate- 
rus,  instead  of  undertaking  the  ill-advised  expedition  against 
Egypt,  wherein  he  perished.1 

The  tide  of  fortune  now  turned  more  than  ever  in  favor  of 
Dionysius.  With  Antipater  and  Kraterus,  the  preponderant  po¬ 
tentates  in  his  neighborhood,  he  was  on  the  best  terms ;  and  it 
happened  at  this  juncture  to  suit  the  political  views  of  Kraterus 
io  dismiss  his  Persian  wife  Amastris  (niece  of  the  late  Persia® 


1  Memnon,  c.  4. 
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king  Darius,  and  conferred  upon  Kraterus  by  Alexander  when 
he  himself  married  Statira),  for  the  purpose  of  espousing  Phila 
daughter  of  Antipater.  Amastris  was  given  in  marriage  to  Dio¬ 
nysius  ;  for  him,  a  splendid  exaltation  —  attesting  the  personal 
influence  which  he  had  previously  acquired.  His  new  wife,  her¬ 
self  a  woman  of  ability  and  energy,  brought  to  him  a  large  sum 
from  the  regal  treasure,  as  well  as  the  means  of  greatly  extend¬ 
ing  his  dominion  round  Herakleia.  Noway  corrupted  by  this 
good  fortune,  he  still  persevered  both  in  his  conciliating  rule  at 
home,  and  his  prudent  alliances  abroad,  making  himself  especial¬ 
ly  useful  to  Antigonus.  That  great  chief,  preponderant  through¬ 
out  most  parts  of  Asia  Minor,  was  establishing  his  ascendency  in 
Bithynia  and  the  neighborhood  of  the  Propontis,  by  founding 
the  city  of  Antigonia  in  the  rich  plain  adjoining  the  Askanian 
Lake.1  Dionysius  lent  effective  maritime  aid  to  Antigonus,  in 
that  war  which  ended  by  his  conquest  of  Cyprus  from  the 
Egyptian  Ptolemy  (307  b.  c.)  To  the  other  Ptolemy,  nephew 
and  general  ©f  Antigonus,  Dionysius  gave  his  daughter  in  mar¬ 
riage  ;  and  even  felt  himself  powerful  enough  to  assume  the  title 
of  king,  after  Antigonus,  Lysimachus,  and  the  Egyptian  Ptole¬ 
my  had  done  the  like.2  He  died,  after  reigning  thirty  years 
with  consummate  political  skill  and  uninterrupted  prosperity  — 
except  that  during  the  last  few  years  he  lost  his  health  from  ex¬ 
cessive  corpulence.3 

Dionysius  left  three  children  under  age  —  Klearchus,  Oxa 
thres  and  a  daughter  —  by  his  wife  Amastris  ;  whom  he  consti¬ 
tuted  regent,  and  who,  partly  through  the  cordial  support  of 
Antigonus,  maintained  the  Herakleotic  dominion  unimpaired. 
Presently  Lysimachus,  king  of  Thrace  and  of  the  Thracian  Cher¬ 
sonese  (on  the  isthmus  of  which  he  had  founded  the  city  of  Ly- 
simacheia),  coveted  this  as  a  valuable  alliance,  paid  his  court  to 
Amastris,  and  married  her.  The  Hv  rakleotic  queen  thus  enjoy¬ 
ed  double  protection,  and  was  enabled  to  avoid  taking  a  part  in 
the  formidable  conflict  of  Ipsus  (300  b.  c.)  ;  wherein  the  allies 
Lysimachus,  Kassander,  Ptolemy,  and  Seleukus  were  victorious 


1  Strabo,  xii.  p.  565. 

*  Memnon,  c.  4:  compare  Diodor,  xx  53. 

*  Nymphis,  Fragm.  16.  ap.  AthensBuit.  xii.  p.  549;  ASlian,  V  H.  ix.  1* *. 
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over  Antigonus.  Th2  latter  being  slain,  and  his  Asiatic  power 
crushed,  Lysimachus  got  possession  of  Antigonia,  the  recent 
foundation  of  his  rival  in  Bithynia,  and  changed  its  name  to 
Nikaea.1  After  a  certain  time,  however,  Lysimachus  became 
desirous  of  marrying  Arsinoe,  daughter  of  the  Egyptian  Ptole¬ 
my  ;  accordingly,  Amastris  divorced  herself  from  him,  and  set 
up  for  herself  separately  as  regent  of  Herakleia.  Her  two  sons 
being  now  nearly  of  age,  she  founded  and  fortified,  for  her  own 
residence,  the  neighboring  city  of  Amastris,  about  sixty  miles 
eastward  of  Herakleia  on  the  coast  of  the  Euxine.2 * * * *  These 
young  men,  Klearchus  and  Oxathres,  assumed  the  government 
of  Herakleia,  and  entered  upon  various  warlike  enterprises ;  of 
which  we  know  only,  that  Klearchus  accompanied  Lysimachus 
in  his  expedition  against  the  Getse,  sharing  the  fate  of  that 
prince,  who  was  defeated  and  taken  prisoner.  Beth  afterwards 
obtained  their  release,  and  Klearchus  returned  to  Herakleia; 
where  he  ruled  in  a  cruel  and  oppressive  manner,  and  even  com¬ 
mitted  the  enormity  (in  conjunction  with  his  brother  Oxathres) 
of  killing  his  mother  Amastris.  This  crime  was  avenged  by  her 
former  husband  Lysimachus ;  who,  coming  to  Herakleia  under 
professions  of  friendship  (b.  c.  286),  caused  Klearchus  and  Oxa¬ 
thres  to  be  put  to  death,  seized  their  treasure,  and  keeping 
separate  possession  of  the  citadel  only,  allowed  the  Herakleots 
to  establish  a  popular  government.8 

Lysimachus,  however,  was  soon  persuaded  by  his  wife  Arsi¬ 
noe  to  make  over  Herakleia  to  her,  as  it  had  been  formerly  pos¬ 
sessed  by  Amastris ;  and  Arsinoe  sent  thither  a  Kymaean  offi¬ 
cer  named  Herakleides,  who  carried  with  him  force  sufficient  to 
re-establish  the  former  despotism,  with  its  oppressions  and  cruel¬ 
ties.  For  other  purposes  too,  not  less  mischievous,  the  influence 
of  Arsinoe  was  all-powerful.  She  prevailed  upon  Lysimachus 
to  kill  his  eldest  son  (by  a  former  marriage)  Agathokles,  a  young 
prince  of  the  most  estimable  and  eminent  qualities.  Such  an 


1  Strabo,  xii.  p.  565.  So  also  Antioch,  on  the  Orontes  in  Syria,  the  great 

foundation  of  Seleukus  Nikator,  was  established  on  or  near  the  site  of  an¬ 

other  Antigonia,  also  previously  founded  by  Antigonus  Monophthalmus 

(Strabo,  xv.  p.  750). 

*  Strabo,  xii.  p.  544.  3  Memnon,  c.  6 
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atrocity,  exciting  universal  abhorrence  among  the  subjects  of 
Lysimachus,  enabled  his  rival  Seleukus  to  attack  him  with  8U©» 
cess.  In  a  great  battle  fought  between  these  two  princes,  Lysi¬ 
machus  was  defeated  and  slain  —  by  the  hand  and  javelin  of  a 
citizen  of  Herakleia,  named  Malakon.1 

This  victory  transferred  the  dominions  of  the  vanquished 
prince  to  Seleukus.  At  Herakleia  too,  its  effect  was  so  power¬ 
ful,  that  the  citizens  were  enabled  to  shake  off  their  despotism. 
They  at  first  tried  to  make  terms  with  the  governor  Herakleides, 
offering  him  money  as  an  inducement  to  withdraw.  From  him 
they  obtained  only  an  angry  refusal ;  yet  his  subordinate  officers 
of  mercenaries,  and  commanders  of  detached  posts  in  the  Herak- 
leotic  territory,  mistrusting  their  own  power  of  holding  out,  ac¬ 
cepted  an  amicable  compromise  with  the  citizens,  who  tendered 
to  them  full  liquidation  of  arrears  of  pay,  together  with  the  citi¬ 
zenship.  The  Herakleots  were  thus  enabled  to  discard  Herak¬ 
leides,  and  regain  their  popular  government.  They  signalized 
their  revolution  by  the  impressive  ceremony  of  demolishing  their 
Bastile  —  the  detached  fort  or  stronghold  within  the  city,  which 
had  served  for  eighty-four  years  as  the  characteristic  symbol, 
and  indispensable  engine,  of  the  antecedent  despotism.2  The 
city,  now  again  a  free  commonwealth,  was  farther  reinforced  by 
the  junction  of  Nymphis  (the  historian)  and  other  Herakleotic 
citizens,  who  had  hitherto  been  in  exile.  These  men  were  re¬ 
stored,  and  welcomed  by  their  fellow-citizens  in  full  friendship 
and  harmony ;  yet  with  express  proviso,  that  no  demand  should 
be  made  for  the  restitution  of  their  properties,  long  since  confis¬ 
cated.8  To  the  victor  Seleukus,  however,  and  his  officer  Aphro- 
disius,  the  bold  bearing  of  the  newly-emancipated  Herakleots 
proved  offensive.  They  would  probably  have  incurred  great 
danger  from  him,  had  not  his  mind  been  first  set  upon  the  con¬ 
quest  of  Macedonia,  in  the  accomplishment  of  which  he  was 
murdered  by  Ptolemy  Keraunus. 

The  Herakleots  thus  became  again  a  commonwealth  of  free 
citizens,  without  any  detached  citadel  or  mercenary  garrison ; 
yet  they  lost,  seemingly  through  the  growing  force  and  aggrea- 


1  Memnon,  c.  7,  8 
1  Memnon,  e  II. 


*  Memnon,  c.  9;  Strabo,  xii.  p.  543 
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sions  of  some  inland  dynasts,  several  of  their  outlying  dependen¬ 
cies  —  Kierus,  Tium,  and  Amastris.  The  two  former  they  re¬ 
covered  some  time  afterwards  by  purchase,  and  they  wished  also 
to  purchase  back  Amastris ;  but  Eumenes,  who  held  it,  hated 
them  so  much,  that  he  repudiated  their  money,  and  handed  over 
the  place  gratuitously  to  the  Kappadokian  chief  Ariobarzanes.1 
That  their  maritime  power  was  at  this  time  very  great,  we  may 
see  by  the  astonishing  account  given  of  their  immense  ships,  — 
numerously  manned,  and  furnished  with  many  brave  combatants 
on  the  deck  —  which  fought  with  eminent  distinction  in  the  na¬ 
val  battle  between  Ptolemy  Keraunus  (murderer  and  successor 
of  Seleukus)  and  Antigonus  Gonatas.2 

It  is  not  my  purpose  to  follow  lower  down  the  destinies  of 
Herakleia.  It  maintained  its  internal  autonomy,  with  considera¬ 
ble  maritime  power,  a  dignified  and  prudent  administration,  and 
a  partial,  though  sadly  circumscribed,  liberty  of  foreign  action  — • 
until  the  successful  war  of  the  Romans  against  Mithridates  (b.  c. 
69).  In  Asia  Minor,  the  Hellenic  cities  on  the  coast  were  partly 
enabled  to  postpone  the  epoch  of  their  subjugation,  by  the  great 
division  of  power  which  prevailed  in  the  interior ;  for  the  poten¬ 
tates  of  Bithynia,  Pergamus,  Kappadokia,  Pontus,  Syria,  were 
in  almost  perpetual  discord  —  while  all  of  them  were  menaced 
by  the  intrusion  of  the  warlike  and  predatory  Gauls,  who  extor¬ 
ted  for  themselves  settlements  in  Galatia  (b.  c.  276).  The 
kings,  the  enemies  of  civic  freedom,  were  kept  partially  in  check 
by  these  new  and  formidable  neighbors,3  who  were  themselves 
however  hardly  less  formidable  to  the  Grecian  cities  on  the 
coast.4  Sinbpe,  Herakleia,  Byzantium,  —  and  even  Rhodes,  in 


1  Memnon,  c.  16.  The  inhabitants  of  Byzantium  also  purchased  for  a 
considerable  sum  the  important  position  called  the  'lepdv,  at  the  entrance 
of  the  Euxine  on  the  Asiatic  side  (Polybius,  iv  50). 

These  are  rare  examples,  in  ancient  history,  of  cities  acquiring  territory 
or  dependencies  by  purchase.  Acquisitions  were  often  made  in  this  manner 
by  the  free  German,  Swiss,  and  Italian  cities  of  mediaeval  Europe;  but  aa 
to  the  Hellenic  cities,  I  have  not  had  occasion  to  record  many  such  transac¬ 
tions  in  the  course  of  this  history. 

c  Memnon,  c.  13 :  compare  Polyb.  xviii.  34. 
s  This  is  a  remarkable  observation  made  by  Memnon,  c.  19- 

45  See  the  statement  of  Polybius,  xxii.  24. 
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spite  of  the  advantage  of  an  insular  position,  —  isolated  relies  of 
what  had  once  been  an  Hellenic  aggregate,  become  from  hence¬ 
forward  cribbed  and  confined  by  inland  neighbors  almost  at  their 
gates1  —  dependent  on  the  barbaric  potentates,  between  whom 
they  were  compelled  to  trim,  making  themselves  useful  in  turn 
to  all.  It  was  however  frequent  with  these  barbaric  princes  to 
derive  their  wives,  mistresses,  ministers,  negotiators,  officers,  en¬ 
gineers,  literati  artists,  actors,  and  intermediate  agents  both  for 
ornament  and  recreation  —  from  some  Greek  city.  Among 
them  all,  more  or  less  of  Hellenic  influence  became  thus  insinu¬ 
ated;  along  with  the  Greek  language  which  spread  its  roots 
everywhere  —  even  among  the  Gauls  or  Galatians,  the  rudest 
and  latest  of  the  foreign  immigrants. 

Of  the  Grecian  maritime  towns  in  the  Euxine  south  of  the 
Danube  —  Apollonia,  Mesembria,  Odessus,  Kallatis,  Tomi,  and 
Istrus  —  five  (seemingly  without  Tomi)  formed  a  confederate 
Pentapolis.2  About  the  year  312  b.  c.,  we  hear  of  them  as  un¬ 
der  the  power  of  Lysimachus  king  of  Thrace,  who  kept  a  garri¬ 
son  in  Kallatis  —  probably  in  the  rest  also.  They  made  a  strug* 


1  Contrast  the  independent  and  commanding  position  occupied  by  Byzan 
tium  in  399  b.  c. ,  acknowledging  no  superior  except  Sparta  (Xenoph. 
Anab.  vii.  1)  — with  its  condition  in  the  third  century  b.  c.  — -  harassed  and 
pillaged  almost  to  the  gates  of  the  town  by  the  neighboring  Thracians  and 
Gauls,  and  only  purchased  immunity  by  continued  money  payments:  see 
Polybius,  iv.  45. 

2  Strabo,  vii.  p.  319.  Philip  of  Macedon  defeated  the  Scythian  prince 
Athens  or  Ateas  (about  340  b.  c.)  somewhere  between  Mount  Haemus  and 
the  Danube  (Justin,  ix.  2).  But  the  relations  of  Ateas  with  the  towns  of 
Istrus  and  Apollonia,  which  are  said  to  have  brought  Philip  into  the  coun 
try,  are  very  difficult  to  understand.  It  is  most  probable  that  these  cities 
invited  Philip  as  their  defender. 

In  Inscription  No.  2056  c.  (in  Boeckh’s  Corp.  Inscript.  Graee.  part  xi.  p. 
79),  the  five  cities  constituting  the  Pentapolis  are  not  clearly  named.  Bo- 
eckh  supposes  them  to  be  Apollonia,  Mesembria,  Odessus,  Kallatis,  and  To¬ 
mi;  but  Istrus  seems  more  probable  than  Tomi.  Odessus  was  on  the  site 
of  the  modern  Yarna.  where  the  Inscription  was  found  ;  greatly  south  of 
the  modern  town  of  Odessa,  which  is  on  the  site  of  another  town  Ordesus. 

An  Inscription  (2056)  immediately  preceding  the  above,  also  found  at 
Odessus,  contains  a  vote  of  thanks  and  honors  to  a  certain  citizen  of  Anti 

och,  who  resided  with . (name  imperfect  ),  king  of  the  Scythians 

and  rendered  great  service  to  the  Greeks  by  his  influence. 
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gle  to  shake  off  his  yoke,  obtaining  assistance  from  some  of  the 
neighboring  Thracians  and  Scythians,  as  well  as  from  Antigonus 
But  Lysimachus,  after  a  contest  which  seems  to  have  lasted  three 
or  four  years,  overpowered  both  their  allies  and  them,  reducing 
them  again  into  subjection.1  Kallatis  sustained  along  siege,  dis¬ 
missing  some  of  its  ineffective  residents ;  who  were  received  and 
sheltered  by  Eumelus  prince  of  Bosporus.  It  was  in  pushing 
his  conquests  yet  farther  northward,  in  the  steppe  between  the 
rivers  Danube  and  Dniester,  that  Lysimachus  came  into  conflict 
with  the  powerful  prince  of  the  Getae  —  Dromichsetes  ;  by  whom 
he  was  defeated  and  captured,  but  generously  released.2  I  have 
already  mentioned  that  the  empire  of  Lysimachus  ended  with 
his  last  defeat  and  death  by  Seleukus — (281  b.  c.).  By  his 
death,  the  cities  of  the  Pontic  Pentapolis  regained  a  temporary 
independence.  But  their  barbaric  neighbors  became  more  and 
more  formidable,  being  reinforced  seemingly  by  immigration  of 
fresh  hordes  from  Asia;  thus  the  Sarmatians,  who  in  Herodo¬ 
tus’s  time  were  on  the  east  of  the  Tanais,  appear,  three  cen¬ 
turies  afterwards,  even  south  of  the  Danube.  By  these  tribes  — 
Thracians,  Getae,  Scythians,  and  Sarmatians  —  the  Greek  cities 
of  this  Pentapolis  were  successively  pillaged.  Though  renewed 
indeed  afterwards,  from  the  necessity  of-  some  place  of  traffic, 
even  for  the  pillagers  themselves  —  they  were  but  poorly  re¬ 
newed,  with  a  large  infusion  of  barbaric  residents.3  Such  was 
the  condition  in  which  the  exile  Ovid  found  Tomi,  near  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  Christian  era.  The  Tomitans  were  more  than 
half  barbaric,  and  their  Greek  not  easily  intelligible.  The  Sar- 
matian  or  Getic  horse-bowmen,  with  their  poisoned  arrows,  ever 
hovered  near,  galloped  even  up  to  the  gates,  and  carried  off  the 
unwary  cultivators  into  slavery.  Even  within  a  furlong  of  the 
town,  there  was  no  security  either  for  person  or  property.  The 


1  Diodor.  xix.  73,  xx.  25. 

a  Strabo,  vii  p.  302-305 ;  Pausanias,  i.  9,  5. 

3  Dion.  Chrysost.  Orat.  xxxvi.  (Borysthenitica)  p.  75,  Reisk.  elfov  dl 
nai  ravTijv  (Olbia)  IYrat,  nal  rug  a/l Xag  rug  kv  roig  apiarepoig  rov  Hovtov 
iroXeig,  fiexP1  ,AnoX%.u>viag‘  odev  dr/  nal  atpobpa  rcnreiva  ra  n paypara  Karearri 

TUV  TLIVTT)  TG)V  fl£V  OVKETt  OVVOlKMr&eiOUV  7ToXf«I/,  TU)V  6'e  (Pav^big 

Kai  tcjv  nXeioTuv  i3apj3up(jv  e if  .vriig  ovfifoovTuv. 
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residents  were  clothed  *in  skins,  or  leather ;  while  the  women,  ig¬ 
norant  both  of  spinning  and  weaving,  were  employed  either  in 
grinding  corn  or  in  carrying  on  their  heads  the  pitchers  of 
water.1 

By  these  same  barbarians,  Olbia  also  (on  the  right  bank  of  the 


1  The  picture  drawn  by  Ovid,  of  his  situation  as  an  exile  at  Tomi,  can 
never  fail  to  interest,  from  the  mere  beauty  and  felicity  of  his  expression  ;  but 
it  is  not  less  interesting,  as  a  real  description  of  Hellenism  in  its  last  phase, 
degraded  and  overborne  by  adverse  fates.  The  truth  of  Ovid’s  picture  is 
fully  borne  out  by  the  analogy  of  Olbia,  presently  to  be  mentioned.  His 
complaints  run  through  the  five  books  of  the  Tristia,  and  the  four  books  of 
Epistolae  ex  Ponto  (Trist.  v.  10,  15). 

“  Innumerae  circa  gentes  fera  bella  minantur, 

Quse  sibi  non  rapto  vivere  turpe  putant. 

Nil  extra  tutum  est:  tumulus  defenditur  aegre 
Mcenibus  exiguis  ingenioque  soli. 

Cum  minime  ciedas,  ut  avis,  densissimus  hostis 
Advolat,  et  praedam  vix  bene  visus  agit. 

Saspe  intra  muros  clausis  venientia  portis 
Per  medias  legimus  noxia  tela  vias. 

Est  igitur  rarus,  rus  qui  colere  audeat,  isque 
Hac  arat  infelix,  hac  tenet  arma  manu. 

Vix  ope  castelli  defendimur:  et  tamen  intu3 
Mista  facit  Graecis  barbara  turba  metum. 

Quippe  simul  nobis  habitat  discrimine  nullc 
Barbarus,  et  tecti  plus  quoque  parte  tenet. 

Quos  ut  non  timeas,  possis  odisse,  videndo 
Pellibus  et  longS,  corpora  tecta  com&. 

Hos  quoque,  qui  geniti  Grai£  creduntur  ab  urbe, 

Pro  patrio  cultu  Persica  bracca  tegit,”  etc. 

This  is  a  specimen  out  of  many  others:  compare  Trist.  iii.  10,  53;  iv.'l, 
57;  Epist.  Pont.  iii.  1. 

Ovid  dwells  especially  upon  the  fact  that  there  was  more  of  barbaric  than 
of  Hellenic  speech  at  Tomi  —  “Graiaque  quod  Getico  victa  loquela  sono 
est”  (Trist.  v.  2,  68).  Woollen  clothing,  and  the  practice  of  spinning  and 
weaving  by  the  free  women  of  the  family,  were  among  the  most  familiar  cir¬ 
cumstances  of  Grecian  life ;  the  absence  of  these  feminine  arts,  and  the  use 
of  skins  or  leather  for  clothing,  were  notable  departures  from  Grecian  hab 
its  (Ex  Ponto,  iii.  8) :  — 

“  Vellera  dura  ferunt  pecudes  ;  et  Palladis  uti 
Arte  Tomitanse  non  didicere  nurus. 

Femina  pro  land  Cerealia  munera  frangit, 

Suppositoque  gravem  vertice  portat  aquam.” 
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Hypanis  or  Bug  near  its  mouth)  became  robbed  of  that  comfort 
and  prosperity  which  it  had  enjoyed  when  visited  by  Herodotus. 
In  his  day,  the  Olbians  iived  on  good  terms  with  the  Scythian 
tribes  in  their  neighborhood.  They  paid  a  stipulated  tribute, 
giving  presents  besides  to  the  prince  and  his  immediate  favor¬ 
ites  ;  and  on  these  conditions,  their  persons  and  properties  were 
respected.  The  Scythian  prince  Skyles  (son  of  an  Hellenic 
mother  from  Istrus,  who  had  familiarized  him  with  Greek  speech 
and  letters)  had  built  a  fine  house  in  the  town,  and  spent  in  it  a 
month,  from  attachment  to  Greek  manners  and  religion,  while 
his  Scythian  army  lay  near  the  gates  without  molesting  any  one.1 
It  is  true,  that  this  proceeding  cost  Skyles  his  life ;  for  the  Scy- 
thians  would  not  tolerate  their  own  prince  in  the  practice  of  for¬ 
eign  religious  rites,  though  they  did  not  quarrel  with  the  same 
rites  when  observed  by  the  Greeks.2  To  their  own  customs  the 
Scythians  adhered  tenaciously,  and  those  customs  were  often 
sanguinary,  ferocious,  and  brutish.  Still  they  were  warriors, 
rather  than  robbers  —  they  abstained  from  habitual  pillage,  and 
maintained  with  the  Greeks  a  reputation  for  honesty  and  fair 
dealing,  which  became  proverbial  with  the  early  poets.  Such 
were  the  Scythians  as  seen  by  Herodotus  (probably  about  440 
to  430  b.  c.)  ;  and  the  picture  drawn  by  Ephorus  a  century  af¬ 
terwards  (about  340  b.  c.),  appears  to  have  been  not  materially 
different.3  But  after  that  time  it  gradually  altered.  New  tribes 
seem  to  have  come  in  —  the  Sarmatians  out  of  the  East  — th© 
Gauls  out  of  the  West;  from  Thrace  northward  to  the  Tanais 
and  the  Pains  Masotis,  the  most  different  tribes  became  inter¬ 
mingled  —  Gauls,  Thracians,  Getse,  Scythians,  Sarmatians,  etc.4 


’  Herodot.  iv.  16-58.  The  town  was  called  Olbia  by  its  inhabitants,  btt* * 
Borysthenes  usually  by  foreigners ;  though  it  was  not  on  the  Borysthenes 
river  (Dnieper),  but  on  the  right,  bank  of  the  Hypanis  (Bug). 

*  Herodot.  iv.  76-80. 

8  Strabo,  vii.  p.  302  ;  Skymnus  Chius,  v.  112,  who  usually  follows  Ephorus. 

The  rhetor  Dion  tells  us  (Orat.  xxxvi.  init. )  that  he  went  to  Olbia  in  or¬ 
der  that  he  might  go  through  the  Scythians  to  the  Getoe.  This  shows  that  itt 
his  time  (about  a.  d.  100)  the  Scythians  must  have  been  between  the  Bug 
and  Dniester —  the  Getse  nearer  to  the  Danube— just  as  they  had  bee© 
four  centuries  earlier.  But  many  new  hordes  were  mingled  with  them. 

4  Strabo,  vii.  p.  296-304 
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Olbia  was  in  an  open  plain,  with  no  defence  except  its  walls  and 
the  adjoining  river  Hypanis,  frozen  over  in  the  winter.  The 
hybrid  Helleno-Scythian  race,  formed  by  intermarriages  of 
Greeks  with  Scythians  —  and  the  various  Scythian  tribes  who 
had  become  partially  sedentary  cultivators  of  corn  for  exporta¬ 
tion  —  had  probably  also  acquired  habits  less  warlike  than  the 
tribes  of  primitive  barbaric  type.  At  any  rate,  even  if  capable 
of  defending  themselves,  they  could  not  continue  their  produc¬ 
tion  and  commerce  under  repeated  hostile  incursions. 

A  valuable  inscription  remaining  enables  us  to  compare  the 
Olbia  (or  Borysthenes)  seen  by  Herodotus,  with  the  same  town 
in  the  second  century  b.  c.1  At  this  latter  period,  the  city  was 
diminished  in  population,  impoverished  in  finances,  exposed  to 
constantly  increasing  exactions  and  menace  from  the  passing 
barbaric  hordes,  and  scarcely  able  to  defend  against  them  even 
the  security  of  its  walls.  Sometimes  there  approached  the  bar¬ 
baric  chief  Saitapharnes  with  his  personal  suite,  sometimes  his 
whole  tribe  or  horde  in  mass,  called  Saii.  Whenever  they  came, 
they  required  to  be  appeased  by  presents,  greater  than  the  treasury 
could  supply,  and  borrowed  only  from  the  voluntary  help  of  rich 


*  This  Inscription  —  No.  2058  —  in  Boeckh’s  Inscr.  Graec.  part  xi.  p.  121 
seq.  —  is  among  the  most  interesting  in  that  noble  collection,  jt  records  a 
vote  of  public  gratitude  and  honor  to  a  citizen  of  Olbia  named  Protogenes, 
and  recites  the  valuable  services  which  he  as  well  as  his  father  had  rendered 
to  the  city.  It  thus  describes  the  numerous  situations  of  difficulty  and  danger 
from  which  he  had  contributed  to  extricate  them.  A  vivid  picture  is  pre¬ 
sented  to  us  of  the  distress  of  the  city.  The  introduction  prefixed  by 
Boeckh  (p.  86-89)  is  also  very  instructive. 

Olbia  is  often  spoken  of  by  the  name  of  Borysthenes ,  which  name  was 
given  to  it  by  foreigners,  but  not  recognized  by  the  citizens.  Nor  was  it 
even  situated  on  the  Borysthenes  river ;  but  on  the  right  or  western  bank 
of  the  Hypanis  (Bug)  river;  not  far  from  the  modern  Oczakoff. 

The  date  of  the  above  Inscription  is  not  specified,  and  has  been  dfferently 
determined  by  various  critics.  Niebuhr  assigns  it  (Untersuchungen  fiber 
die  Skythen,  etc.  in  his  Kleine  Schriften,  p.  387)  to  a  time  near  the  close  of 
the  second  Punic  war.  Boeckh  also  believes  that  it  is  not  much  after  that 
epoch.  The  terror  inspired  by  the  Gauls,  even  to  other  barbarians,  appears 
to  suit  the  second  century  b.  c.  better  than  it  suits  a  later  period. 

The  Inscription  No.  2059  attests  the  great  number  of  strangers  resident 
at  Olbia;  strangers  from  eighteen  different  cities,  of  which  the  most  remote 
i»  Miletus,  the  mother-city  of  Olbia. 
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citizens  ;  while  even  these  presents  did  not  always  avert  ill  treat¬ 
ment  or  pillage.  Already  the  citizens  of  Olbia  had  repelled 
various  attacks,  partly  by  taking  into  pay  a  semi-Hellenic  popu¬ 
lation  in  their  neighborhood  (Mix-Hellenes,  like  the  Liby-Phe- 
nicians  in  Africa)  ;  but  the  inroads  became  more  alarming,  and 
their  means  of  defence  less,  through  the  uncertain  fidelity  of 
these  Mix-Hellenes,  as  well  as  of  their  own  slaves  —  the  latter 
probably  barbaric  natives  purchased  from  the  interior.!  In  the 
midst  of  public  poverty,  it  was  necessary  to  enlarge  and 
strengthen  the  fortifications ;  for  they  were  threatened  with  the 
advent  of  the  Gauls  —  who  inspired  such  terror  that  the  Scy¬ 
thians  and  other  barbarians  were  likely  to  seek  their  own  safety 
by  extorting  admission  within  the  walls  of  Olbia.  Moreover 
even  corn  was  scarce,  and  extravagantly  dear.  There  had  been 
repeated  failures  in  the  produce  of  the  lands  around,  famine  was 
apprehended,  and  efforts  were  needed,  greater  than  the  treasury 
could  sustain,  to  lay  in  a  stock  at  the  public  expense.  Among 
the  many  points  of  contrast  with  Herodotus,  this  is  perhaps  tha 
most  striking ;  for  in  his  time,  corn  was  the  great  produce  and 
the  principal  export  from  Olbia;  the  growth  had  now  been  sus¬ 
pended,  or  was  at  least  perpetually  cut  off,  by  increased  devasta¬ 
tion  and  insecurity. 

After  perpetual  attacks,  and  even  several  captures,  by  bar¬ 
baric  neighbors  — ■  this  unfortunate  city,  about  fifty  years  before 
the  Christian  era,  was  at  length  so  miserably  sacked  by  the 
Getse,  as  to  become  for  a  time  abandoned.1 2  Presently,  how¬ 
ever,  the  fugitives  partially  returned,  to  re-establish  themselves 
on  a  reduced  scale.  For  the  very  same  barbarians  who  had  per¬ 
secuted  and  plundered  them,  still  required  an  emporium  with  a 
certain  amount  of  import  and  export,  such  as  none  but  Greek 
settlers  could  provide ;  moreover  it  was  from  the  coast  near 
Olbia,  and  from  care  of  its  inhabitants,  that  many  of  the  neigh- 


1  On  one  occasion,  we  know  not  when,  the  citizens  of  Oibia  ai'e  said  to 
have  been  attacked  by  one  Zopyrion.  and  to  have  succeeded  in  resisting 
him  only  by  emancipating  their  slaves,  and  granting  the  citizenship  to  for¬ 
eigners  (Macrobius,  Saturnal.  i.  11). 

*  Dion  Chrvs.  (Or.  xxxvi.  p.  75,)  del  juev  noTLe^iTcu,  nuXlatm;  de  tud 
kaXuKE  etc. 
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boring  tribes  derived  their  supply  of  salt.1  Hence  arose  a  puny 
after-growth  of  Olbia — preserving  the  name,  traditions,  and 
part  of  the  locality,  of  the  deserted  city  —  by  the  return  of  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  colonists  with  an  infusion  of  Scythian  or  Sarmatian 
residents ;  an  infusion  indeed  so  large,  as  seriously  to  dishellen- 
ize  both  the  speech  and  the  personal  names  in  the  town.2 3 * * * * 

To  this  second  edition  of  Olbia,  the  rhetor  Dion  Chrysostom 
paid  a  summer  visit  (about  a  century  after  the  Christian  era), 
of  which  he  has  left  a  brief  but  interesting  account.  Within  the 
wide  area  once  filled  by  the  original  Olbia  —  the  former  circum¬ 
ference  of  which  was  marked  by  crumbling  walls  and  towers  — 
the  second  town  occupied  a  narrow  corner ;  with  poor  houses, 
low  walls,  and  temples  having  no  other  ornament  except  the 
ancient  statues  mutilated  by  the  plunderers.  The  citizens  dwelt 
in  perpetual  insecurity,  constantly  under  arms  or  on  guard ;  for 
the  barbaric  horsemen,  in  spite  of  sentinels  posted  to  announce 
their  approach,  often  carried  off  prisoners,  cattle,  or  property, 
from  the  immediate  neighborhood  of  the  gates.  The  picture 
drawn  of  Olbia  by  Dion  confirms  in  a  remarkable  way  that 
given  of  Tomi  by  Ovid.  And  what  imparts  to  it  a  touching 
interest  is,  that  the  Greeks  whom  Dion  saw  contending  with  the 
difficulties,  privations,  and  dangers  of  this  inhospitable  outpost, 
still  retained  the  activity,  the  elegance,  and  the  intellectual  aspi¬ 
rations  of  their  Ionic  breed  ;  in  this  respect  much  superior  to  the 
Tomitans  of  Ovid.  In  particular,  they  were  passionate  admirers 
of  Homer  ;  a  considerable  proportion  of  the  Greeks  of  Olbia 
could  repeat  the  Iliad  from  memory.8  Achilles  (localized  under 


1  Dion  Chrysost.  Orat.  xxxvi.  (Borysthenit.)  p.  75,  76,  Reisk. 

*  See  Boeckh’s  Commentary  on  the  language  and  personal  names  of  the 
Olbian  Inscriptions,  part  xi.  p.  108-116. 

3  Dion,  Orat.  xxxvi.  (Borysthenit.),  p.  78,  Reiske . nat  raXXa  /ulv 

oi)KETi  oatpug  fAA Tivl^ovreg,  did  rd  ev  fieaoi g  oUelv  rolg  fiapfiapoig,  opag  rr/v 

ye  ’lAidda  oXiyov  ttuvtec;  iaaoiv  and  OTOfiarog.  I  translate  the  words  oAi- 

yov  Travreg  with  some  allowance  for  rhetoric. 

The  representation  given  by  Dion  of  the  youthful  citizen  of  Olbia  — 

Kallistratus  —  with  whom  he  conversed,  is  curious  as  a  picture  of  Greek 
manners  in  this  remote  land  ;  a  youth  of  eighteen  years  of  age,  with  genu¬ 
ine  Ionic  features,  and  conspicuous  for  his  beauty  (eixe  7roAAoi>f  kpaorag) 
o  zealot  for  literature  and  philosophy,  but  especially  for  Homer )  clothed  in 
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the  surname  of  Pontarches,  on  numerous  islands  and  capes  in 
•  the  Euxine)  was  among  the  chief  divine  or  heroic  persons  to 
whom  they  addressed  their  prayers.1  Amidst  Grecian  life,  thus 
degraded  and  verging  towards  its  extinction,  and  stripped  even 
of  the  purity  of  living  speech  —  the  thread  of  imaginative  and 
traditional  sentiment  thus  continues  .without  suspension  or  abate¬ 
ment. 

Respecting  Bosporus  or  Pantikapseum  (for  both  names  denote 
the  same  city,  though  the  former  name  often  comprehends  the 
whole  annexed  dominion),  founded  by  Milesian  settlers2  on  the 
European  side  of  the  Kimmerian  Bosporus  (near  Kertsch),  we 
first  hear,  about  the  period  when  Xerxes  was  repulsed  from 
Greece  (480-479  b.  c.).  It  was  the  centre  of  a  dominion  in¬ 
cluding  Phanagoria,  Kepi,  Hermonassa,  and  other  Greek  cities 
on  the  Asiatic  side  of  the  strait ;  and  is  said  to  have  been  gov¬ 
erned  by  what  seems  to  have  been  an  oligarchy  —  called  the 
Archaeanaktidae,  for  forty -two  years8  (480-438  b.  c.). 

After  them  we  have  a  series  of  princes  standing  out  individu¬ 
ally  by  name,  and  succeeding  each  other  in  the  same  family. 
Spartokus  I.  was  succeeded  by  Seleukus ;  next  comes  Spartokus 
II. ;  then  Satyrus  I.  (407-393  b.  c.)  ;  Leukon  (393-353  b.  c.)  ; 
Spartokus  III.  (353-348  b.  c.)  ;  Parisades  I.  (348-310  B.  c.) ; 
Satyrus  II.,  Prytanis,  Eumelus  (310-304  B.  c.)  ;  Spartokus  IV. 
(304-284  b.  c.)  ;  Parisades  II.4  During  the  reigns  of  these 
princes,  a  connection  of  some  intimacy  subsisted  between  Athens 
and  Bosporus  ;  a  connection  not  political,  since  the  Bosporank 
princes  had  little  interest  in  the  contentions  about  Hellenic  hege¬ 
mony  —  but  of  private  intercourse,  commercial  interchange,  and 
reciprocal  good  offices.  The  eastern  corner  of  the  Tauric  Chef' 


the  costume  of  the  place,  suited  for  riding  —  the  long  leather  trowsers,  and 
short  black  cloak ;  constantly  on  horseback  for  defence  of  the  town,  and 
celebrated  as  a  warrior  even  at  that  early  age,  having  already  killed  *r 
made  prisoners  several  Sarmatians  (p.  77). 

1  See  Inscriptions,  Nos  2076,  2077,  ap  Boeckh ;  and  Arrian’s  Periplus  of 
the  Euxine,  ap  Geogr  Minor  p  21,  ed.  Hudson. 

2  Strabo,  vii  p.  310.  3  Diodor,  xii  31. 

4  See  Mr  Clinton’s  Appendix  on  the  Kings  of  Bosporus  —  Fast.  Heliea. 
App  c.  13.  p  280,  etc;  and  Boeckh’s  Commentary  on  the  same  subject 
Inscript.  Grsec.  part,  xi  p.  91  seq. 
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sonesus,  between  Pantikapaeum  and  Theodosia,  was  well-suited 
for  the  production  of  corn ;  while  plenty  of  fish,  as  well  as  salt, 
was  to  be  had  in  or  near  the  Palus  Maeotis.  Corn,  salted  fish 
and  meat,  hides,  and  barbaric  slaves  in  considerable  numbers, 
were  in  demand  among  all  the  Greeks  round  the  Aegean,  and 
not  least  at  Athens,  where  Scythian  slaves  were  numerous ; 1 
while  oil  and  wine,  with  other  products  of  more  southern  regions, 
were  acceptable  in  Bosporus  and  the  other  Pontic  ports.  This 
important  traffic  seems  to  have  been  mainly  carried  on  in  ships 
and  by  capital  belonging  to  Athens  and  other  Aegean  maritime 
towns ;  and  must  have  been  greatly  under  the  protection  and  re¬ 
gulation  of  the  Athenians,  so  long  as  their  maritime  empire  sub¬ 
sisted.  Enterprising  citizens  of  Athens  went  to  Bosporus  (as  to 
Thrace  and  the  Thracian  Chersonesus),  to  push  their  fortunes; 
merchants  from  other  cities  found  it  advantageous  to  settle  as 
resident  strangers  or  metics  at  Athens,  where  they  were  more  in 
contact  with  the  protecting  authority,  and  obtained  readier  access 
to  the  judicial  tribunals.  It  was  probably  during  the  period  pre¬ 
ceding  the  great  disaster  at  Syracuse  in  413  b.  c.,  that  Athens 
first  acquired  her  position  as  a  mercantile  centre  for  the  trade 
with  the  Euxine ;  which  we  afterwards  find  her  retaining,  even 
with  reduced  power,  in  the  time  of  Demosthenes. 

How  strong  was  the  position  enjoyed  by  Athens  in  Bosporus, 
during  her  unimpaired  empire,  we  may  judge  from  the  fact,  that 
Nymphgeum  (south  of  Pantikapaeum,  between  that  town  and 
Theodosia)  was  among  her  tributary  towns,  and  paid  a  talent  an- 


1  Polybius  (iv.  38)  enumerates  the  principal  articles  of  this  Pontic  trade; 
among  the  exports  rd  re  dEppara  nal  rb  tCov  sic  rdf  dovXetac  ayopivuv 
ouparuv  etc.,  where  Schweighhauser  has  altered  d  e  p  par  a  to 

&  epi  par  a  seemingly  on  the  authority  of  one  MS.  only.  I  doubt  the 
propriety  of  this  change,  as  well  as  the  facts  of  any  large  exportation  of 
live  cattle  from  the  Pontus ;  whereas  the  exportation  of  hides  was  consider¬ 
able  :  see  Strabo,  xi.  p.  493. 

The  Scythian  public  slaves  or  policemen  of  Athens  are  well  known. 
Vavdaiva  also  is  the  name  of  a  female  slave  (Aristoph.  Lysistr,  184). 
2kv&t]c,  for  the  name  of  a  slave,  occurs  as  early  as  Theognis,  v.  826. 

Some  of  the  salted  preparations  from  the  Pontus  were  extravagantly 
dear;  Cato  complained  of  a  .t epcuiov  TIovtikuv  rapixov  as  sold  for  300 
drachmae  (Polyb.  xxxi.  24). 
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Dually.1  Not  until  the  misfortunes  of  Athens  in  the  closing 
years  of  the  Peloponnesian  war,  did  Nymphaeum  pass  into  the 
hands  of  the  Bosporanic  princes ;  betrayed  (according  to  JEs 
chines)  by  the  maternal  grandfather  of  Demosthenes,  the  Athe¬ 
nian  Gylon  ;  who  however  probably  did  nothing  more  than  obey 
a  necessity  rendered  unavoidable  by  the  fallen  condition  of  Ath¬ 
ens.2  We  thus  see  that  Nymphaeum,  in  the  midst  of  the  Bos¬ 
poranic  dominion,  was  not  only  a  member  of  the  Athenian  em¬ 
pire,  but  also  contained  influential  Athenian  citizens,  engaged  in 
the  corn-trade.  Gylon  was  rewarded  by  a  large  grant  of  land  at 
Kepi  —  probably  other  Athenians  of  Nymphaeum  were  rewarded 
also  —  by  the  Bosporanic  prince ;  who  did  not  grudge  a  good 
price  for  such  an  acquisition.  We  find  also  other  instances, — 
both  of  Athenian  citizens  sent  out  to  reside  with  the  prince  Saty- 
rus,  —  and  of  Pontic  Greeks  who,  already  in  correspondence  and 
friendship  with  various  individual  Athenians,  consign  their  sons 
to  be  initiated  in  the  commerce,  society,  and  refinements  of  Ath¬ 
ens.3  Such  facts  attest  the  correspondence  and  intercourse  of 
that  city,  during  her  imperial  greatness,  with  Bosporus. 

The  Bosporanic  prince  Satyrus  was  in  the  best  relations  with 
Athens,  and  even  seems  to  have  had  authorized  representatives 
there  to  enforce  his  requests,  which  met  with  very  great  atten¬ 
tion.4  He  treated  the  Athenian  merchants  at  Bosporus  with 


1  Harpokration  and  Photius.  v.  N v/j,<paiov  —  from  the  ipT/tpio/sara.  collected 
by  Kraterus.  Compare  Boeckh,  in  the  second  edition  of  his  Staatshau- 
shaltung  der  Athener,  vol.  ii.  p.  658. 

*  ^Eschines  adv.  Ktesiph.  p.  78.  c.  57.  See  my  last  preceding  Yol.  XI. 
Ch.  lxxxvii.  p.  263. 

3  Lysias,  pro  Mantitheo.  Or.  xvi.  s.  4 ;  Isokrates  (Trapezitic.),  Or.  xvii.  s.  5. 
The  young  man,  whose  case  Isokrates  sets  forth,  was  sent  to  Athens  by 
his  father  Sopaeus,  a  rich  Pontic  Greek  (s.  52)  much  in  the  confidence  of 
Satyrus.  Sopaeus  furnished  his  son  with  two  ship-loads  of  corn,  and  with 
money  besides  —  and  then  despatched  him  to  Athens  a/ua  Kar ’  t/nr optav 
K(ii  kcltcL  deoptav. 

4  Isokrates,  Trapez.  s.  5,  6.  Sopaeus,  father  of  this  pleader,  had  incurred 
the  suspicions  of  Satyrus  in  the  Pontus,  and  had  been  arrested  ;  upon  which 
Satyrus  sends  to  Athens  to  seize  the  property  of  the  son,  to  order  him 
home,  —  and  if  he  refused,  then  to  require  the  Athenians  to  deliver  him  up 
—  enters A/lci  de  role  h'^ade  tnidr/povaLv  in  rov  Tlovrov  ra  r e  ^pppara  nap 
IfAov  Koutaao-&at ,  etc. 
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equity  and  even  favor,  granting  to  them  a  preference  in  the  ex¬ 
port  of  corn  when  there  was  not  enough  for  all.1  His  son  Leu- 
kon  not  only  continued  the  preference  to  Athenian  exporting 
ships,  but  also  granted  to  them  remission  of  the  export  duty  (of 
one-thirtieth  part),  which  he  exacted  from  all  other  traders. 
Such  an  exemption  is  reckoned  as  equivalent  to  an  annual  pre¬ 
sent  of  13,000  medimni  of  corn  (the  medimnus  being  about  1^ 
bushel)  ;  the  total  quantity  of  corn  brought  from  Bosporus  to 
Athens  in  a  full  year  being  400,000  medimni.2 *  It  is  easy  to  see 
moreover  that  such  a  premium  must  have  thrown  nearly  the 
whole  exporting  trade  into  the  hands  of  Athenian  merchants. 
The  Athenians  requited  this  favor  by  public  votes  of  gratitude 
and  honor,  conferring  upon  Leukon  the  citizenship,  together  with 
immunity  from  all  the  regular  burthens  attaching  to  property  at 
Athens.  There  was  lying  in  that  city  money  belonging  to  Leu¬ 
kon  ; 8  who  was  therefore  open  (under  the  proposition  of  Lep- 
tines)  to  that  conditional  summons  for  exchange  of  properties, 
technically  termed  Antidosis.  In  his  time,  moreover,  the  corn- 
trade  of  Bosporus  appears  to  have  been  farther  extended ;  for 
we  learn  that  he  established  an  export  from  Theodosia  as  well 
as  from  Pantikapaeum.  His  successor  Parisades  I.  continuing 
to  Athenian  exporters  of  corn  the  same  privilege  of  immunity 
from  export  duty,  obtained  from  Athens  still  higher  honors  than 
Leukon ;  for  we  learn  that  his  statue,  together  with  those  of  two 
relatives,  was  erected  in  the  agora,  on  the  motion  of  Demosthe¬ 
nes.4 * * *  The  connection  of  Bosporus  with  Athens  was  durable  as 
well  as  intimate ;  its  corn-trade  being  of  high  importance  to  the 
subsistence  of  the  people.  Every  Athenian  exporter  was  bound 
by  law  to  bring  his  cargo  in  the  first  instance  to  Athens.  The 


1  Isokrates,  Trapezit.  s.  71  Demosthenes  also  recognizes  favors  from 
Satvrus — nai  amog  (Leukon)  nal  ot  npdyovoty  etc.  (adv  Leptin.  p  467). 

’Demosth.  adv.  Leptin..  p.  467. 

*  Demosth.  adv.  Leptin.,  p.  469. 

4  Deraosth.  adv.  Phormion.,  p.  917,  Deinarchus  adv  Demosth.,  p  34. 

The  name  stands  Berisades  as  printed  in  the  oration ,  hut  it  is  plain  that 

Parisades  is  the  person  designated.  See  Boeckh,  Introd.  ad  Inscr.  No.  2056, 

p  92. 

Deinarchus  avers,  that  Demosthenes  received  an  annual  present  of  1000 
,.*odii  of  corn  from  Bosporus. 
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freighting  and  navigating  of  ships  for  that  purpose,  together  with 
the  advance  of  money  by  rich  capitalists  (citizens  and  metics) 
upon  interest  and  conditions  enforced  by  the  Athenian  judica¬ 
ture,  was  a  standing  and  profitable  business.  And  we  may  ap¬ 
preciate  the  value  of  equitable  treatment,  not  to  say  favor,  from 
the  kings  of  Bosporus  —  when  we  contrast  it  with  the  fradulent 
and  extortionate  behavior  of  Kleomenes,  satrap  of  Egypt,  in 
reference  to  the  export  of  Egyptian  corn.1 

The  political  condition  of  the  Greeks  at  Bosporus  was  some¬ 
what  peculiar.  The  hereditary  princes  (above  enumerated), 
who  ruled  them  substantially  as  despots,  assumed  no  other  title 
(in  respect  to  the  Greeks)  than  that  of  Archon.  They  paid  tri 
bute  to  the  powerful  Scythian  tribes  who  bounded  them  on  the 
European  side,  and  even  thought  it  necessary  to  carry  a  ditch 
across  the  narrow  isthmus,  from  some  point  near  Theodosia 
northward  to  the  Palus  Maeotis,  as  a  protection  against  incur¬ 
sions.2  Their  dominion  did  not  extend  farther  west  than  Theo¬ 
dosia  ;  this  ditch  was  their  extreme  western  boundary  ;  and  even 
for  the  land  within  it,  they  paid  tribute.  But  on  the  Asiatic 
side  of  the  strait,  they  were  lords  paramount  for  a  considerable 
distance,  over  the  feebler  and  less  warlike  tribes  who  pass  under 
the  common  name  of  Maeotae  or  Maeetae —  the  Sindi,  Toreti, 
Dandarii,  ThatSs,  etc.  Inscriptions,  yet  remaining,  of  Parisades 
I.  record  him  as  King  of  these  various  barbaric  tribes,  but  as 
Archon  of  Bosporus  and  Theodosia.3  His  dominion  on  the  Asi¬ 
atic  side  of  the  Kimmerian  Bosporus,  sustained  by  Grecian  and 
Thracian  mercenaries,  was  of  considerable  (though  to  us  un- 


1  Demosthen.  adv.  Dionysodor.  p.  1285. 

*  Strabo,  vii  p.  310,  311. 

•’See  Inscript.  Nos.  2117,  2118,  2119,  in  Boeckh’s  Collection,  p.  156. 

In  the  Memorabilia  of  Xenophon  (ii.  1,  10),  Sokrates  cites  the  Scythians 
as  an  example  of  ruling  people,  and  the  Maeotae  as  an  example  of  subjects. 
Probably  this  refers  to  the  position  of  the  Bosporanic  Greeks,  who  paid 
tribute  to  the  Scythians,  but  ruled  over  the  Maeotae.  The  name  Moeotct 
seems  confined  to  tribes  on  the  Asiatic  side  of  the  Palus  Maeotis;  while  the 
Scythians  were  on  the  European  side  of  that  sea.  Sokrates  and  the  Athe¬ 
nians  had  good  means  of  being  informed  about  the  situation  of  the  Bospo 
rani  and  their  neighbors  on  both  sides.  See  K.  Neumann,  die  Hellenes 
3m  Skythenlande,  b.  ii.  p.  216. 
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known)  extent,  reaching  to  somewhere  near  the  borders  of  Cau¬ 
casus.1 

Parisades  I,  on  his  death  left  three  sons  —  Satyr  us,  Prytauis, 
and  Eumelus.  Satyrus,  as  the  eldest,  succeeded ;  but  Eumelus 
claimed  the  crown,  sought  aid  without,  and  prevailed  on  various 
neighbors  —  among  them  a  powerful  Thracian  king  named  Ario- 
pharnes  —  to  espouse  his  cause.  At  the  head  of  an  army  said 
to  consist  of  20,000  horse  and  22,000  foot,  the  two  allies  marched 
to  attack  the  territories  of  Satyrus,  who  advanced  to  meet  them, 
with  2000  Grecian  mercenaries,  and  2000  Thracians  of  his  own, 
reinforced  by  a  numerous  body  of  Scythian  allies  —  20,000  foot, 
and  10,000  horse,  and  carrying  with  him  a  plentiful  supply  of 
provisions  in  waggons.  He  gained  a  complete  victory,  compel¬ 
ling  Eumelus  and  Ariopharnes  to  retreat  and  seek  refuge  in  the 
regal  residence  of  the  latter,  near  the  river  Thapsis ;  a  fortre33 
built  of  timber,  and  surrounded  with  forest,  river,  marsh,  and 
rock,  so  as  to  be  very  difficult  of  approach.  Satyrus,  having 
first  plundered  the  country  around,  which  supplied  a  rich  booty 
of  prisoners  and  cattle,  proceeded  to  assail  his  enemies  in  their 
almost  impracticable  position.  But  though  he,  and  Meniskus 
his  general  of  mercenaries,  made  the  most  strenuous  efforts,  and 
even  carried  some  of  the  outworks,  they  were  repulsed  from  the 
fortress  itself ;  and  Satyrus,  exposing  himself  forwardly  to  extri¬ 
cate  Meniskus,  received  a  wound  of  which  he  shortly  died  —  af¬ 
ter  a  reign  of  nine  months.  Meniskus,  raising  the  siege,  with¬ 
drew  the  army  to  Gargaza ;  from  whence  he  conveyed  back  the 
regal  corpse  to  Pantikapaeum.2 


1  This  boundary  is  attested  in  another  Inscription  No.  210* *,  of  the  same 
collection.  Inscription  No.  2103,  seems  to  indicate  Arcadian  mercenaries 
in  the  service  of  Leukon  :  about  the  mercenaries,  see  Diodor.  xx.  22. 

Parisades  I.  is  said  to  have  been  worshipped  as  a  god,  after  his  death 
(Strabo,  vii.  p.  310). 

*  Dodor.  xx.  24.  The  scene  of  these  military  operations  (as  far  as  we 
can  pretend  to  make  it  out  from  the  brief  and  superficial  narrative  ot 
Diodorus),  seems  to  have  been  on  tbe  European  side  of  Bosporus;  some¬ 
where  between  the  Borysthenes  river  and  the  Isthmus  of  Perekop,  in  the 
territory  called  by  Herodotus  Hykea.  This  is  Niebuhr’s  opinion,  which  I 
think  more  probable  than  that  of  Boeckh,  who  supposes  the  operations  to 
havo  occurred  on  the  Asiatic  territory  of  Bosporus.  So  far  I  concur  with 
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Prytanis,  the  next  brother,  rejecting  an  offer  of  partition  ten¬ 
dered  by  Eumelus,  assumed  the  sceptre,  and  marched  forth  to 
continue  the  struggle.  But  the  tide  of  fortune  now  turned  in 
favor  of  Eumelus  ;  who  took  Gargaza  with  several  other  places, 
worsted  his  brother  in  battle,  and  so  blocked  him  up  in  the  isth¬ 
mus  near  the  Palus  Maeotis,  that  he  was  forced  to  capitulate  and 
resign  his  pretensions.  Eumelus  entered  Pantikapseum  as  con¬ 
queror.  Nevertheless,  the  defeated  Prytanis,  in  spite  of  his  re 
cent  covenant,  made  a  renewed  attempt  upon  the  crown  ;  where¬ 
in  he  was  again  baffled,  forced  to  escape  to  Kepi,  and  there 
slain.  To  assure  himself  of  the  throne,  Eumelus  put  to  death 
the  wives  and  children  of  both  his  two  brothers,  Satyrus  and 
Prytanis  —  together  with  all  their  principal  friends.  One  youth 
alone  —  Parisades,  son  of  Satyrus  —  escaped  and  found  protec¬ 
tion  with  the  Scythian  prince  Agarus. 

Eumelus  had  now  put  down  all  rivals ;  yet  his  recent  cruel¬ 
ties  had  occasioned  wrath  and  disgust  among  the  Bosporanic  cit¬ 
izens.  He  convoked  them  in  assembly,  to  excuse  his  past  con¬ 
duct,  and  promised  good  government  for  the  future ;  at  the  same 
time  guaranteeing  to  them  their  full  civic  constitution,  with  such 
privileges  and  immunities  as  they  had  before  enjoyed,  and  free¬ 
dom  from  direct  taxation.1  Such  assurances,  combined  probably 
with  an  imposing  mercenary  force,  appeased  or  at  least  silenced 
the  prevailing  disaffection.  Eumelus  kept  his  promises  so  far  as 
to  govern  in  a  mild  and  popular  spirit.  While  thus  rendering 
himself  acceptable  at  home,  he  maintained  an  energetic  foreign 
policy,  and  made  several  conquests  among  the  surrounding  tribes. 

Niebuhr;  but  his  reasons  for  placing  Dromichsetes  king  of  the  Getas  (the 
victor  over  Lysimachus),  east  of  the  Borysthenes,  are  noway  satisfactory. 

Compare  Niebuhr’s  Untersuchungen  iiber  die  Skythen,  etc.  (in  his  Kleine 
Schriften,  p.  380),  with  Boeckh’s  Commentary  on  the  Sarmatian  Inscrip 
lions,  Corp.  Ins.  Graec.  part  xi.  p.  83-103. 

The  mention  by  Diodorus  of  a  wooden  fortress,  surrounded  by  morass 
and  forest,  is  curious,  and  may  be  illustrated  by  the  description  in  Herodo¬ 
tus  pv.  108)  of  the  city  of  the  Budini.  This  habit,  of  building  towns  and 
fortifications  of  wood,  prevailed  among  the  Slavonic  population  in  Russia 
and  Poland  until  far  down  in  the  middle  ages.  See  Paul  Joseph  Schaffarik, 
Slavische  Alterhiimer,  in  the  German  translation  of  Wuttke,  vol.  i.  ch.  10 
p.  192;  also  K.  Neumann,  Die  Hellenen  im  Skythenlande,  p.  91. 

1  Diodor,  xx  24. 
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He  constituted  himself  a  sort  of  protector  of  the  Euxine,  repres¬ 
sing  the  piracies  of  the  Keniochi  and  Achaei  (among  the  Cauca¬ 
sian  mountains  to  the  east)  as  well  as  of  the  Tauri  ha  the  Cher- 
sonesus  (Crimea)  ;  much  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Byzantines, 
Sinopians,  and  other  Pontic  Greeks.  He  received  a  portion  of 
the  fugitives  from  Kallatis,  when  besieged  by  Lysimachus,  and 
provided  for  them  a  settlement  in  his  dominions.  Having  thus 
acquired  great  reputation,  Eumelus  was  in  the  full  career  of  con¬ 
quest  and  aggrandizement,  when  an  accident  terminated  his  life, 
after  a  reign  of  rather  more  than  five  years.  In  returning  from 
Scythia  to  Pantikapaeum,  in  a  four-wheeled  carriage  (or  waggon) 
and  four  with  a  tent  upon  it,  his  horses  took  fright  and  ran  away. 
Perceiving  that  they  were  carrying  him  towards  a  precipice,  he 
tried  to  jump  out ;  but  his  sword  becoming  entangled  in  the 
wheel,  he  was  killed  on  the  spot.1  He  was  succeeded  by  his  son 
Spartokus  IV.,  who  reigned  twenty  years  (304-284  b.  c.)  ;  af¬ 
terwards  came  the  son  of  Spartokus,  Parisades  II. ;  with  whose 
name  our  information  breaks  off.2 

This  dynasty,  the  Spartokidae,  though  they  ruled  the  Greeks 
of  Bosporus  as  despots  by  means  of  a  foreign  mercenary  force  — 
yet  seem  to  have  exercised  power  with  equity  and  moderation.8 
Had  Eumelus  lived,  he  might  probably  have  established  an  ex¬ 
tensive  empire  over  the  barbaric  tribes  on  all  sides  of  him.  But 
empire  over  such  subjects  was  seldom  permanent ;  nor  did  his 
successors  long  maintain  even  as  much  as  he  left.  We  have  no 
means  of  following  their  fortunes  in  detail ;  but  we  know  that 
about  a  century  b.  c.,  the  then  reigning  prince,  Parisades  IV., 
found  himself  so  pressed  and  squeezed  by  the  Scythians,4  that  he 
was  forced  (like  Olbia  and  the  Pentapolis)  to  forego  his  inde- 


1  Diodor.  xx.  25. 

2  Diodor.  xx.  100.  Spartokus  IV. —  son  of  Eumelus  —  is  recognized  in 
one  Attic  Inscription  (No.  S07),  and  various  Bosporanic  (No.  2105,  2106, 
2120)  in  Boeckh’s  Collection.  Parisades  II.  —  son  of  Spartokus  —  is  recog 
nized  in  another  Bosporanic  Inscription,  No.  2107  —  seemingly  also  in  No 
2120  b. 

3  Strabo,  vii.  p.  310.  Deinarchus  however  calls  Parisades,  Satyras,  and 
Gorgippus,  roiiq  ex&LOTovc  Tvpdvvovf  (adv.  Demosth.  s.  M). 

4  Strabo,  vii.  p.  310.  ov%  oibq  re  &v  avTs^eiv  tt pd<;  tovt  (Japfidpovp,  ipbpo » 
npaTTO/xevovr,  fidfa  rov  noorepov,  etc. 
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pendence ;  and  to  call  in,  as  auxiliary  or  master,  the  formidable 
Mithridates  Eupator  of  Pontus ;  from  whom  a  new  dynasty  of 
Bosporanic  kings  began  —  subject  however  after  no  long  inter¬ 
val,  to  the  dominion  and  interference  of  Rome. 

These  Mithridatic  princes  lie  beyond  our  period ;  but  the 
cities  of  Bosporus  under  the  Spartokid  princes,  in  the  fourth 
century  b.  c.,  deserve  to  be  ranked  among  the  conspicuous 
features  of  the  living  Hellenic  world.  They  were  not  indeed 
purely  Hellenic,  but  presented  a  considerable  admixture  of 
Scythian  or  Oriental  manners ;  analogous  to  the  mixture  of  the 
Hellenic  and  Libyan  elements  at  Kyrene  with  its  Battiad  princes. 
Among  the  facts  attesting  the  wealth  and  power  of  these  Spar¬ 
tokid  princes,  and  of  the  Bosporanic  community,  we  may  number 
the  imposing  groups  of  mighty  sepulchral  tumuli  near  Kertch 
(Pantikapaeum)  ;  some  of  which  have  been  recently  examined, 
while  the  greater  part  still  remain  unopened.  These  spacious 
chambers  of  stone  —  enclosed  in  vast  hillocks  (Kurgans),  cyckt- 
pian  works  piled  up  with  prodigious  labor  and  cost  —  have  been 
found  to  contain  not  only  a  profusion  of  ornaments  of  the  precious 
metals  (gold,  silver,  and  electron,  or  a  mixture  of  four  parts  of 
gold  to  one  of  silver),  but  also  numerous  vases,  implements,  and 
works  of  art,  illustrating  the  life  and  ideas  of  the  Bosporanic 
population.  “  The  contents  of  the  tumuli  already  opened  are  so 
multifarious,  that  from  the  sepulchres  of  Pantikapaeum  alone,  we 
might  become  acquainted  with  everything  which  served  the 
Greeks  either  for  necessary  use,  or  for  the  decoration  >)f  domestic 
life.”1  Statues,  reliefs  and  frescoes  on  the  walls,  have  been 
found,  on  varied  subjects  both  of  war  and  peace,  and  often  of 
very  fine  execution :  besides  these,  numerous  carvings  in  wood, 
and  vessels  of  bronze  or  terra  cotta ;  with  necklaces,  armlets, 
bracelets,  rings,  drinking  cups,  etc.  of  precious  metal  —  several 
with  colored  beads  attached.2  The  costumes,  equipment,  and 

1  Neumann,  Die  Hellenen  im  Skythenlande,  p.  503. 

2  An  account  of  the  recent  discoveries  near  Kertch  or  Pantikapaeum,  will 
be  found  in  Dubois  de  Montpdreux,  Voyage  dans  le  Caucase,  vol.  v.  p.  135 
9eqq. ;  and  in  Neumann,  Die  Hellenen  im  Skythenlande,  pp.  483-533.  The 
last-mentioned  work  is  peculiarly  copious  and  instructive ;  relating  what  has 
been  done  since  Dubois’s  travels,  and  containing  abundant  information  de¬ 
rived  from  the  recent  memoirs  of  the  St.  Petersburg  Literary  Societies. 
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physiognomy  represented,  are  indeed  a  mixture  of  Hellenic  and 
barbaric ;  moreover,  even  the  profusion  of  gold  chains  and  other 
precious  ornaments,  indicates  a  tone  of  sentiment  partially 
orientalized,  in  those  for  whom  they  were  destined. 

But  the  design  as  well  as  the  execution  comes  clearly  out  of 
the  Hellenic  workshop  ;  and  there  is  good  ground  for  believing, 
that  in  the  fourth  century  B.  c.,  Pantikapaeum  was  the  seat,  not 
only  of  enterprising  and  wealthy  citizens,  but  also  of  strenuous 
and  well-directed  artistic  genius.  Such  manifestations  of  the 

The  local  and  special  type,  which  shows  itself  so  much  on  these  works 
of  art,  justifies  the  inference  that  they  were  not  brought  from  other  Grecian 
cities,  but  executed  by  Grecian  artists  resident  at  Pantikapaeum  (p.  507). 
Two  marble  statues,  a  man  and  a  woman,  both  larger  than  life,  exhumed  in 
1850,  are  spoken  of  with  peculiar  admiration  (p.  491).  Coins  of  the  third 
and  fourth  century  b.  c.  have  been  found  in  several  (p.  494,  495).  A  great 
number  of  the  so-called  Etruscan  vases  have  also  been  discovered,  probably 
fabricated  from  a  species  of  clay  still  existing  in  the  neighborhood :  the  fig¬ 
ures  on  these  vases  are  often  excellent,  with  designs  and  scenes  of  every 
description,  religious,  festal,  warlike,  domestic  (p.  522).  Many  of  the  sarco¬ 
phagi  are  richly  ornamented  with  carvings,  in  wood,  ivory,  etc ;  some  ad¬ 
mirably  executed  (p.  521). 

Unfortunately,  the  belief  prevails,  and  has  long  prevailed,  among  the 
neighboring  population,  that  these  tumuli  contain  hidden  treasures.  One 
of  the  most  striking  among  them  —  called  the  Kul-Obo  —  was  opened  in 
1830  by  the  Russian  authorities.  After  great  pains  and  trouble,  the  means 
of  entrance  were  discovered,  and  the  interior  chamber  was  reached.  It  was 
the  richest  that  had  ever  been  opened  ;  being  found  to  contain  some  splendid 
golden  ornaments,  as  well  as  many  other  relics.  The  Russian  officers  placed 
a  guard  to  prevent  any  one  from  entering  it;  but  the  cupidity  of  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  Kertch  was  so  inflamed  by  the*report  of  the  expected  treasure  being 
discovered,  that  they  forced  the  guard,  broke  into  the  interior,  and  pillaged 
most  of  the  contents  (p.  509).  The  Russia,  authorities  have  been  generally 
anxious  for  the  preservation  and  gradual  excavation  of  these  monuments, 
but  have  had  to  contend  against  repugnance  and  even  rapacity  on  the  part 
of  the  people  near. 

Dubois  de  Montpereux  gives  an  interesting  description  of  the  opening  of 
these  tumuli  near  Kertch  —  especially  of  the  Kul-Obo,  the  richest  of  all, 
which  he  conceives  to  have  belonged  to  one  of  the  Spartokid  kings,  and  the 
decorations  of  which  were  the  product  of  Hellenic  art :  — 

**  Si  l’on  a  enterre  (he  observes)  un  roi  entour^  d’un  luxe  Scythique,  co 
sont  des  Graecs  et  des  artistes  de  cette  nation  qui  ont  travailld  a  ses  fune- 
railles  ”  (Voyage  autour  du  Caucase,  pp.  195,  213,  227).  Pantikapaeum  and 
Phanagoria  (he  snys)  “  se  reconnoissent  de  loin  d  la  foule  de  leurs  tumulus" 
(p.  137). 
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refinements  of  Hellenism,  in  this  remote  and  little-noticed  city, 
form  an  important  addition  to  the  picture  of  Hellas  as  a  whole, 
—  prior  to  its  days  of  subjection, — -which  it  has  been  the 
purpose  of  this  history  to  present. 


1  have  now  brought  down  the  history  of  Greece  to  the  point 
oi  time  marked  out  in  the  Preface  to  my  First  Volume  —  the 
close  of  the  generation  contemporary  with  Alexander  —  the 
epoch,  from  whence  dates  not  only  the  extinction  of  Grecian 
political  freedom  and  self-action,  but  also  the  decay  of  produc¬ 
tive  genius,  and  the  debasement  of  that  consummate  literary  and 
rhetorical  excellence  which  the  fourth  century  b.  c.  had  seen 
exhibited  in  Plato  and  Demosthenes.1  The  contents  of  this  last 
Volume  indicate  but  too  clearly  that  Greece  as  a  separate  subject 
of  history  no  longer  exists ;  for  one  full  half  of  it  is  employed  in 
depicting  Alexander  and  his  conquests  —  aypiov  odxprj-njv,  Kpare- 
pov  p.y(TTwpa  <f>oj3oio 2 * * * * *  —  that  Non-Hellenic  conqueror  into  whose 
vast  possesions  the  Greeks  are  absorbed,  with  their  intellectual 
brightness  bedimmed,  their  spirit  broken,  and  half  their  virtue 
taken  away  by  Zeus  —  the  melancholy  emasculation  inflicted 
(according  to  Homer)  upon  victims  overtaken  by  the  day  of 
slavery.8 9 

One  branch  of  intellectual  energy  there  was,  and  one  alone, 
which  continued  to  flourish,  comparatively  little  impaired,  under 
the  preponderance  of  the  Macedonian  sword  - —  the  spirit  of  spec¬ 
ulation  and  philosophy.  During  the  century  which  we  have 


1  How  marked  that  degradation  was,  may  be  seen  attested  by  Dionysius 

of  Halikarnassus,  De  Antiquis  Oratoribus,  pp.  445,  446,  Reiske  —  iv  yap 

<5 y  Tolg  7 rpb  ypu>v  ypovoig  y  pev  upxata  aal  </>i/to<7o0of  ^yropiicy  TrpoK7]?i.aKi^ 

ptvy  aal  detvat;  vPpeit;  vnopevovaa  Karehvero,  ap^apevy  pev  and  rfp;  ’AAe|- 

avdpov  tov  M anebovoq  reXevrp''  ^kttveIv  nal  papaiveo&ai  tear’  oXiyov,  h u  6k 

rye  feu#’  ypdq  yTuKiaq  puepov  deyaaaa  *i<;  re^og  ypaviadai.  Compare  Dio- 

nys.  De  Composite  Yerbor.  p.  29,  30,  Reis^  •  and  Westermann,  Geschicktf 

der  Griechischen  Beredtsamkeit,  s.  75-77. 

9  Horn.  Iliad,  vi.  97.  3  Horn.  Odyss.  xvii.  322. — 

ypiov  yap  r’  apery $  dnoalwrat  evpvoira  Z ei)$ 
avepog,  e£r’  dv  piv  Kara  6ovXi:v  fjpap  iXycw. 
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just  gone  through,  this  spirit  was  embodied  in  several  eminent 
persons,  whose  names  have  been  scarcely  adverted  to  in  this 
history.  Among  these  names,  indeed,  there  are  two,  of  peculiar 
grandeur,  whom  I  have  brought  partially  before  the  reader, 
because  both  of  them  belong  to  general  history  as  well  as  to 
philosophy  ;  Plato,  as  citizen  of  Athens,  companion  of  Sokrates 
at  his  trial,  and  counsellor  of  Dionysius  in  his  glory  —  Aristotle, 
as  the  teacher  of  Alexander.  I  had  at  one  time  hoped  to 
include  in  my  present  work  a  record  of  them  as  philosophers 
also,  and  an  estimate  of  their  speculative  characteristics ;  but  I 
find  the  subject  far  too  vast  to  be  compressed  into  such  a  space 
as  this  volume  would  afford.  The  exposition  of  the  tenets  of 
distinguished  thinkers  is  not  now  numbered  by  historians,  either 
ancient  or  modern,  among  the  duties  incumbent  upon  them,  nor 
yet  among  the  natural  expectations  of  their  readers ;  but  is 
reserved  for  the  special  historian  of  philosophy.  Accordingly, 
I  have  brought  my  history  of  Greece  to  a  close,  without  attempt¬ 
ing  to  do  justice  either  to  Plato  or  to  Aristotle.  I  hope  to  con¬ 
tribute  something  towards  supplying  this  defect,  the  magnitude 
of  which  I  fully  appreciate,  in  a  separate  work,  devoted 
specially  to  an  account  of  Greek  speculative  philosophy  in  the 
fourth  century  b.  c. 
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ON  ISSUS  AND  ITS  NEIGHBORHOOD,  AS  CONNECTED  WITH 

THE  WAR. 

The  exact  battle-field  of  Issus  cannot  be  certainly  assigned,  upom 
the  evidence  accessible  to  us.  But  it  may  be  determined,  within  a 
few  miles  north  or  south;  and  what  is  even  more  important — the 
general  features  of  the  locality,  as  well  as  the  preliminary  movements 
of  the  contending  armies,  admit  of  being  clearly  conceived  and  repre¬ 
sented. 

That  the  battle  was  fought  in  some  portion  of  the  narrow  space  in- 
terveni  ng  between  the  eastern  coast  of  the  Gulf  of  Issus  and  the  west¬ 
ern  flank  of  Mount  Amanus  —  that  Alexander’s  left  and  Darius’s 
right,  rested  on  the  sea,  and  their  right  and  left  respectively  on  the 
mountain  —  that  Darius  came  upon  Alexander  unexpectedly  from  the 
rear,  thus  causing  him  to  return  back  a  day’s  march  from  Myriandrus, 
and  to  reoccupy  a  pass  which  he  had  already  passed  through  and  quit¬ 
ted  —  these  points  are  clearly  given,  and  appear  to  me  not  open  to 
question.  We  know  that  the  river  Pinarus,  on  which  the  battle  was 
fought,  was  at  a  certain  distance  south  of  Issus,  the  last  town  of  Kilikia 
before  entering  Syria  (Arrian,  ii.  7.  2) —  eg  rrtv  veneqatav  nyov- 
ywosi  (Darius  from  Issus)  sol  tov  noxupov  tov  Illvaqov  —  Ritter  erro¬ 
neously  states  that  Issus  was  upon  the  river  Pinarus,  which  ha  even 
calls  the  Issus  river  (Erdkunde,  Theil  iv.  Abth.  2.  p.  1797-1806). 
We  know  also  that  this  river  was  at  some  distance  north  of  the  mari¬ 
time  pass  called  the  Gates  of  Kilikia  and  Assyria,  through  which  Alex¬ 
ander  passed  and  repassed. 

But  when  we  proceed,  beyond  these  data  (the  last  of  them  only 
vague  and  relative),  to  fix  the  exact  battle-field,  we  are  reduced  to 
conjecture.  Dr.  Thirlwall,  in  an  appendix  to  the  sixth  volume  of  his 
history,  has  collected  and  discussed  very  ably  the  different  opinions  of 
various  geographers. 

To  those  whom  he  has  cited,  may  be  added  —  Mr.  Ainsworth's  Es> 
say  on  the  Cilieian  and  Syrian  Gates  (in  the  Transactions  of  the  Geo¬ 
graphical  Society  for  1837) — Mutzel’s  Topographical  Notes  on  the 
third  book  of  Quintus  Curtius  —  and  the  last  volume  of  Ritter’s  Erd¬ 
kunde,  published  only  this  year  (1855),  ch.  xxvii.  p.  1778  seqq. 

We  know  from  Xenophon  that  Issus  was  a  considerable  town  close 
to  the  sea  —  two  days’  march  from  the  river  Pyramus,  and  one  day's 
march  northward  of  the  maritime  pass  called  the  Gates  of  Kilikia  and 
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Syria.  That  it  was  near  the  north-eastern  corner  of  the  Gulf,  may 
also  be  collected  from  Strabo,  who  reckons  the  shortest  line  across 
Asia  Minor,  as  stretching  from  Sinope  or  Amisus  to  Issas —  and  who 
also  lays  down  the  Egyptian  sea  as  having  its  northern  termination  at 
Issus  (Strabo,  xiv.  p.  677  ;  xvi.  p.  749).  The  probable  site  of  Issus 
has  been  differently  determined  by  different  authors;  Rennell  (Illus¬ 
trations  of  the  Geography  of  the  Anabasis,  p.  42-48)  places  it  near 
Oseler  or  Yusler;  as  far  as  I  can  judge,  this  seems  too  far  distant 
from  the  head  of  the  Gulf,  ;owards  the  south. 

In  respect  to  the  maritime  pass,  called  the  Gates  of  Kilikia  and 
Syria,  there  is  much  discrepancy  between  Xenophon  and  Arrian.  It 
is  evident  that,  in  Xenophon’s  time,  this  pass  and  the  road  of  march 
through  it  lay  between  the  mountains  and  the  sea,  —  and  that  the  ob¬ 
structions  (walls  blocking  up  the  passage),  which  he  calls  insurmount¬ 
able  by  force,  were  mainly  of  artificial  creation.  But  when  Alexander 
passed,  no  walls  existed.  The  artificial  obstructions  had  disappeared 
during  the  seventy  years  between  Xenophon  and  Alexander ;  and  we 
can  assign  a  probable  reason  why.  In  Xenophon’s  time,  Kilikia  was 
occupied  by  the  native  prince  Syennesis,  who,  though  tributary,  main¬ 
tained  a  certain  degree  of  independence  even  in  regard  to  the  Great 
King,  and  therefore  kept  a  wall  guarded  by  his  own  soldiers  on  his 
boundary  towards  Syria.  But  in  Alexander’s  time,  Kilikia  was  occu¬ 
pied,  like  Syria,  by  a  Persian  satrap.  Artificial  boundary  walls,  be¬ 
tween  two  conterminous  satrapies  under  the  same  master,  were  unne¬ 
cessary  ;  and  must  even  have  been  found  inconvenient,  during  the 
great  collective  military  operations  of  the  Persian  satraps  against  the 
revolted  Evagoras  of  Cyprus  (principally  carried  on  from  Kilikia  as 
a  base,  about  380  b.  c.,  Diodor.  xv.  2)  — as  well  as  in  the  subsequent 
operations  against  the  Phenician  towns  (Diodor.  xvi.  42).  Hence  we 
may  discern  a  reason  why  all  artificial  obstructions  may  have  been 
swept  away  before  the  time  of  Alexander ;  leaving  only  the  natural 
difficulties  of  the  neighboring  ground,  upon  which  Xenophon  has  not 
touched. 

The  spot  still  retained  its  old  name  —  “  The  Gates  of  Kilikia  and 
Syria  ”  —  even  after  walls  and  gates  had  been  dispensed  with.  But 
that  name,  in  Arrian’s  description,  designates  a  difficult  and  narrow 
point  of  the  road  over  hills  and  rocks ,  a  point  which  Major  Rennell 
(Illustrations,  p.  54)  supposes  to  have  been  about  a  mile  south  of  the 
river  and  walls  described  by  Xenophon.  However  this  may  be,  the 
precise  spot  designated  by  Xenophon  seems  probably  to  be  sought 
about  seven  miles  north  of  Scanderoon,  near  the  ruins  now  known  as 
Jonas’s  Pillars  (or  Sakai  Tutan),  and  the  Castle  of  Merkes,  where  a 
rivet  called  Merkes ,  Maher sy ,  or  Kara-su,  flows  across  from  the  moun¬ 
tain  to  the  sea.  That  this  river  is  the  same  with  the  Kersus  of  Xeno¬ 
phon,  is  the  opinion  of  Rennell,  Ainsworth,  and  Mutzel ,  as  well  as 
of  Colonel  Callier,  who  surveyed  the  count*"  »vhen  accompanying  the 
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army  of  Ibrahim  Pacha  as  engineer  (cited  by  Ritter,  Erdk  p.  1792). 
At  the  spot  here  mentioned,  the  gulf  indents  eastward,  while  the  west¬ 
ern  flank  of  Amanus  approaches  very  close  to  it,  and  drops  with  unu¬ 
sual  steepness  towards  it.  Hence  the  road  now  followed  does  not  pass 
between  the  mountain  and  the  sea,  but  ascends  over  a  portion  of  the 
mountain,  and  descends  again  afterwards  to  the  low  ground  skirting 
the  sea.  Northward  of  Merkes,  the  space  between  the  mountain  and 
the  sea  gradually  widens,  towards  Bayas.  At  some  distance  to  the 
north  of  Bayas  occurs  the  river  now  called  Delle  Tschai,  which  is  con¬ 
sidered,  I  think  with  probability,  to  be  the  Pinarus,  where  the  battle 
between  Alexander  and  Darius  was  fought.  This  opinion  however  is 
not  unanimous ;  Kinneir  identifies  the  Merkes  with  the  Pinarus. 
Moreover,  there  are  several  different  streams  which  cross  the  space 
between  Mount  Amanus  and  the  sea.  Des  Monceaux  notices  six 
streams  as  having  been  crossed  between  the  Castle  of  Merkes  and  Ba¬ 
yas  ;  and  five  more  streams  between  Bayas  and  Ayas  (Miitzel  ad 
Curtium,  p.  105).  Which  among  these  is  the  Pinarus,  cannot  be  set¬ 
tled  without  more  or  less  of  doubt. 

Besides  the  Gates  of  Kilikia  and  Syria,  noted  by  Xenophon  and 
Arrian  in  the  above  passages,  there  are  also  other  Gates  called  the 
Amanian  Gates ,  which  are  spoken  of  in  a  perplexing  manner.  Dr. 
Thirlwall  insists  with  propriety  on  the  necessity  of  distinguishing  the 
maritime  passes,  between  Mount  Amanus  and  the  sea  —  from  the  in¬ 
land  passes,  which  crossed  over  the  ridge  of  Mount  Amanus  itself. 
But  this  distinction  seems  not  uniformly  observed  by  ancient  authors, 
when  we  compare  Strabo,  Arrian,  and  Kallisthenes.  Strabo  uses  the 
phrase,  Amanian  Gates,  twice  (xiv.  p.  676  ;  xvi.  p.  751)  ;  in  both  cases 
designating  a  maritime  pass,  and  not  a  pass  over  the  mountain,  —  yet 
designating  one  maritime  pass  in  the  page  first  referred  to,  and  an¬ 
other  in  the  second.  In  xiv.  p.  676  —  he  means  by  ai J  Afxav id sg  nvXui, 
the  spot  called  by  modern  travellers  Demir  Kapu,  between  iEgae  and 
Issus,  or  between  Mopsuestia  and  Issus;  while  in  xvi.  751  — he  means 
by  the  same  words  that  which  I  have  been  explaining  as  the  Gates  of 
Kilikia  and  Syria,  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  Gulf  of  Issus.  In  fact, 
Strabo  seems  to  conceive  as  a  whole  the  strip  of  land  between  Mount 
Amanus  and  the  Gulf,  beginning  at  Demir  Kapu,  and  ending  at  the 
Gates  of  Kilikia  and  Syria  —  and  to  call  both  the  beginning  and  the 
end  of  it  by  the  same  name  —  the  Amanian  Gates.  But  he  does  not 
use  this  last  phrase  to  designate  the  passage  over  or  across  Mount 
Amanus ;  neither  does  Arrian  ;  who  in  describing  the  march  of  Darius 
from  Sochi  into  Kilikia,  says  (ii.  7,  1) — vnsfjfiuXwv  dr)  to  ogog  Aa- 
QHog  to  xaza  Tag  n vXug  Tag  'Apavixag  xuXovpevag,  (og  ini  Iaaov  tiqo- 
t)yt,  xal  iyivsTo  xaromv  5 AXs$dvdgov  Xu&ojv.  Here,  let  it  be 
observed,  we  do  not  read  vntQpaXwv  Tag  nvXag  —  nor  can  I  think  that 
the  words  mean,  as  the  translator  gives  them  —  “  transiit  Amanurn, 
eundo  per  Pylas  Amanicas.”  The  words  rather  signify,  that  Darius 
VOL  XIL  42 
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*  crossed  over  the  mountain  where  it  adjoined  the  Amanian  Gatee’* 
—  i.  e.  where  it  adjoined  the  strip  of  land  skirting  the  Gulf,  and  lyin$ 
between  those  two  extreme  points  which  Strabo  denominates  Amanian 
Gales.  Arrian  employs  this  last  phrase  more  loosely  than  Strabo,  yea 
still  with  reference  to  the  maritime  strip,  and  not  to  a  col  over  the 
mountain  ridge. 

On  the  other  hand,  Kallisthenes  (if  he  is  rightly  represented  by 
Polybius,  who  recites  his  statement,  not  his  words,  xii.  1 7)  uses  the 
words  Amanian  Gates  to  signify  the  passage  by  wrhich  Darius  entered 
Kilikia  —  that  is,  the  passage  over  the  mountain.  That  which  Xeno* 
phon  and  Arrian  call  the  Gates  of  Kilikia  and  Syria  —  and  which 
Strabo  calls  Amanian  Gates  —  is  described  by  Polybius  as  ia  aitv ot, 
xai  tmc  Xtyoyivag  iv  tjj  Kihxia  nvhxg. 

It  seems  pretty  certain  that  this  must  have  been  Darius’s  line  of 
march,  because  he  came  down  immediately  upon  Issus,  and  then 
marched  forward  to  the  river  Pinarus.  Had  he  entered  Kilikia  by 
the  pass  of  Beylan,  he  must  have  passed  the  Pinarus  before  he  reached 
Issus.  The  positive  grounds  for  admitting  a  practicable  pass  near  the 
37th  parallel,  are  indeed  called  in  question  by  Mutzel  (ad  Curtium,  p. 
102,  103),  and  are  not  in  themselves  conclusive ;  still  I  hold  them 
sufficient,  when  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  probabilities  of  the  case. 
This  pass  was,  however,  we  may  suppose,  less  frequented  than  the 
maritime  line  of  road  through  the  Gates  of  Kilikia  and  Syria,  and  the 
pass  of  Beylan ;  which,  as  the  more  usual,  was  preferred  both  by  the 
Cyreians  and  by  Alexander. 

Respecting  the  march  of  Alexander,  Dr.  Thirlwall  here  starts  3 
question,  substantially  to  this  effect :  “  Since  Alexander  intended  to 
march  through  the  pass  of  Beylan  for  the  purpose  of  attacking  the 
Persian  camp  at  Sochi,  what  could  have  caused  him  to  go  to  Myrian- 
drus,  which  was  more  south  than  Beylan,  and  out  of  his  road  ?  ”  Dr. 
Thirlwall  feels  this  difficulty  so  forcibly,  that  in  order  to  eliminate  it, 
he  is  inclined  to  accept  the  hj'pothesis  of  Mr.  Williams;  which  places 
Myriandrus  at  Bayas,  and  the  Kiliko-Syrian  Gates  at  Demir-Kapu ; 
an  hypothesis  which  appears  to  me  inadmissible  on  various  grounds, 
and  against  which  Mr.  Ainsworth  (in  his  Essay  on  the  Cilieian  and 
Syrian  Gates)  has  produced  several  very  forcible  objections. 

I  confess  that  I  do  not  feel  the  difficulty  on  which  Dr.  Thirlwall  in¬ 
sists.  When  we  see  that  Cyrus  and  the  Ten  Thousand  went  to  Myri¬ 
andrus,  in  their  way  to  the  pass  of  Beylan,  we  may  reasonably  infei 
that,  whether  that  town  was  in  the  direct  line  or  not,  it  was  at  least  in 
the  usual  road  of  march  —  which  does  not  always  coincide  with  the 
direct  line.  But  to  waive  this  supposition,  however  —  let  us  assume 
that  there  existed  another  shorter  road  leading  to  Beylan  without  pass¬ 
ing  by  Myriandrus  —  there  would  still  be  reason  enough  to  induce 
Alexander  to  go  somewhat  out  of  his  way,  in  order  to  visit  Myrian¬ 
drus.  For  it  was  an  important  object  with  him  to  secure  the  sea  jiort? 
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:<n  his  rear,  in  case  of  a  possible  reverse.  Suppose  him  repulsed  and 
forced  to  retreat  —  it  would  be  a  material  assistance  to  his  retreat,  to 
have  assured  himself  beforehand  of  Myriandrus  as  well  as  the  other 
sea-ports.  In  the  approaching  months,  we  shall  find  him  just  as  care 
ful  to  make  sure  of  the  Phenician  cities  on  the  coast,  before  he  march¬ 
es  into  the  interior  to  attack  Darius  at  Arbela. 

Farther,  Alexander,  marching  to  attack  Darius,  had  nothing  to  gain 
by  haste,  and  nothing  to  lose  by  coming  up  to  Sochi  three  days  later. 
He  knew  that  the  enormous  Persian  host  would  not  try  to  escape ;  it 
would  either  await  him  at  Sochi,  or  else  advance  into  Kilikia  to  attack 
him  there.  The  longer  he  tarried,  the  more  likely  they  were  to  do 
the  latter,  which  was  what  he  desired.  He  had  nothing  to  lose  there¬ 
fore  in  any  way,  and  some  chance  of  gain,  by  prolonging  his  march  to 
Sochi  for  as  long  a  time  as  was  necessary  to  secure  Myriandrus. 
There  is  no  more  difficulty,  I  think,  in  understanding  why  he  went  to 
Myriandrus,  than  why  he  went  westward  from  Tarsus  (still  more  out 
of  his  line  of  advance)  to  Soli  and  Anchialus. 

It  seems  probable  (as  Rennell  (p.  56)  and  others  think),  that  the 
site  of  Myriandrus  is  now  some  distance  inland ;  that  there  has  been 
an  accretion  of  new  land  and  morass  on  the  coast. 

The  modern  town  of  Scanderoon  occupies  the  site  of  \4Xe$uvd(jn a 
K«t  "iooovy  founded  (probably  by  order  of  Alexander  himself)  in 
commemoration  of  the  victory  of  Issus.  According  to  Ritter  (p. 
1791),  “Alexander  had  the  great  idea  of  establishing  there  an  empori¬ 
um  for  the  traffic  of  the  East  with  Europe,  as  at  the  other  Alexandria 
for  the  trade  of  the  East  with  Egypt.”  The  importance  of  the  site  of 
Scanderoon,  in  antiquity,  is  here  greatly  exaggerated.  I  know  no 
proof  that  Alexander  had  the  idea  which  Ritter  ascribes  to  him  ;  and 
it  is  certain  that  his  successors  had  no  such  idea ;  because  they  found¬ 
ed  the  great  cities  of  Antioch  and  Seleukeia  (in  Pieria),  both  of  them 
carrying  the  course  of  trade  up  the  Orontes,  and  therefore  diverting  it 
away  from  Scanderoon.  This  latter  town  is  only  of  importance  is 
being  the  harbor  of  Aleppo ;  a  city  (Beroea)  of  little  consequence  in 
antiquity,  while  Antioch  became  the  first  city  in  the  East,  and  Selei*- 
keia  among  the  first :  see  Ritter,  p.  1152. 
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ABANTES. 

Abantes ,  iii.  165. 

AbdSra,  the  army  of  Xerxes  at,  v.  42. 
Abrokomas ,  ix.  27,  31. 

Abydos ,  march  of  Xerxes  to,  v.  28  ; 
revolt  of,  from  Athens,  viii.  94; 
Athenian  victory  at,  over  the  Pelo¬ 
ponnesians,  viii.  110;  Athenian 
victory  over  Pharnabazus  at,  viii. 
121  ;  Derkyllidas  at,  ix.  310  seq.  ; 
Anaxibius  and  Iphikrates  at,  ix. 
369  seq. 

Achaean  origin  affected  by  Spartan 
kings,  ii.  11  ;  league,  xii.  391. 
Achceans ,  various  accounts  of,  i.  104. 
105 ;  effect  of  the  Dorian  occupa¬ 
tion  of  Peloponnesus  on,  ii.  12  ; 
Homeric  view  of,  ii.  12;  of  Phthio- 
tis  and  Peloponnesus,  ii.  275;  of 
Peloponnesus,  ii.  284,  303. 
Achcemenes ,  v.  96. 

Achoeus ,  i.  101,  199. 

Achaia,  ii.  269  ;  towns  and  territory 
of,  ii.  465  seq.  ;  Epaminondas  in, 

B.  C.  367,  x.  266 ;  proceedings  of 
the  Thebans  in  b.  c.  367,  x.  268: 
alliance  of,  with  Sparta  and  Elis,  b. 

C.  365,  x.  313. 

Acharnce ,  Archidamus  at,  vi.  131  seq. 
Achelous,  i.  282. 

Achillas ,  the  basis  of  the  Iliad,  ii. 
175  seq. 

Achilles ,  i.  291  seq.,  297  seq. 

Achradina ,  capture  of,  by  Neon,  xi. 

157. 

Acropolis  at  Athens ,  flight  to,  on  Xer¬ 
xes’s  approach,  v.  114;  capture  of 
by  Xerxes,  v.  117  seq. ;  visit  of  the 
Peiaistratids  to,  after  its  capture  by 
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Xerxes,  v.  118  ;  inviolable  reserve 
fund  in,  vi.  138  seq. 

Ada ,  queen  of  Karia,  xii.  94,  99. 

Adeimantus,  of  Corinth,  and  Themis* 
tokles,  at  Salamis,  v.  122,124. 

Admetus  and  Alkestis,  i.  113  seq. 

Admetus  and  Themisokles,  v.  283. 

Adranum,  Timoleon  at,  xi.  148,  156. 

Adrastus.  i.  256,  seq.,  268  ;  iii.  34. 

Adrastus ,  the  Phrygian  exile,  iii.  152. 

Adrumetum ,  captured  by  Agathokles, 
xii.  419. 

yEa,  i.  250  seq. 

yEakid  genealogy,  i.  184  seq.,  189. 

yEakus,  i.  184  seq. 

yEetes ,  i.  115;  and  the  Argonauts,  i. 
231  seq. ;  and  Circe,  i.  251. 

yEgce,  iii.  190. 

yEgean,  islands  in,  ii.  214  ;  the  Mace¬ 
donian  fleet  master  of,  xii.  141. 

yEgean  islands,  effect  of  the  battle  of 
Chaeroneia  on,  xi.  504. 

yEgeids  at  Sparta,  ii.  361. 

Aegeus,  i.  205;  death  of,  i.  221. 

yEgialeus ,  i.  82. 

yEgina ,  i.  184  ;  war  of,  against 
Athens,  at  the  instigation  of  the 
Thebans,  iv.  171,  173,  315;  sub¬ 
mission  of,  to  Darius,  iv.  315;  ap¬ 
peal  of  Athenians  to  Sparta  against 
the  Medism  of,  iv.  318 ;  attempted 
revolution  at,  by  Nikodiomus,  v.  47 
seq. ;  from  B.  c.  488  to  481,  v.  47, 
48  seq.,  53 ;  and  Athens,  settlement 
of  the  feud  between,  v.  58 ;  re¬ 
moval  of  Athenians  to,  on  Xerxes;s 
approach,  v.  108 ;  Greek  fleet  at,  in 
the  spring  of  b.  c.  479,  v.  147  ;  wa? 
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of  Athens  against,  b.  c.  459,  v.  321  ; 
subdued  by  Athens,  v.  331 ;  expul¬ 
sion  of  the  ./Eginetans  from,  by  the 
Athenians,  vi.  136  ;  and  Athens,  b. 
C.  389,  ix.  371  seq.  ;  Gorgopas  in, 
ix.  373  seq.  ;  Teleutias  in,  ix.  373, 
376. 

/ Egincean  scale,  ii.  319  seq.,  325;  iii. 
171. 

ASqinetans,  and  Thebans,  i.  184;  and 
the  hostages  taken  from  them  by 
Kleomenes  and  LeotychidSs,  v.  46 
seq. ;  pre-eminence  of,  at  Salamis, 
v.  145;  at  Thyrea,  capture  and 
death  of,  b,  c.  424,  vi,  366. 

AEgistheus,  i.  162  seq. 

AEyosfwtatni,  battle  of,  viii.  217  seq.  ; 
condition  of  Athens  and  her  de¬ 
pendencies  after  the  battle  of,  viii. 
223,  225,  227  seq. 

JEgyptos,  i.  87. 

JEimnestus  and  Dionysius,  x.  468. 

JEneadce.  at  Skepsis,  i.  316. 

sEneas,  i.  293,  315  seq. 

s Enianes ,  ii.  286. 

/Eolic  Greeks  in  the  Troad.  i.  335  ; 
emigration  under  the  Pelopids,  ii. 
19;  Kyme,  custom  at,  in  cases  of 
murder,  ii.  94  n. ;  and  Doric  dia- 

.  lects,  ii.  335  ;  cities  in  Asia,  iii.  190 
seq. ;  emigration,  iii.  191,  193;  es¬ 
tablishments  near  Mount  Ida,  iii. 
195. 

A olid  line ,  the  first,  i.  107  seq. ;  the 
second,  i.  112  seq. ;  the  third,  i.  119 
seq. ;  the  fourth,  i.  123  seq. 

Aolis,  iii.  195;  the  subsatrapy  of, 
and  Pharnabazus,  ix.  206  seq. ' 

JEolus ,  i.  95  seq.,  103. 

jEpytus ,  i.  176. 

sEschines,  at  the  battle  of  Tamyne, 
xi.  342 ;  proceedings  of,  against 
Philip,  after  his  capture  of  Olyn- 
thus,  xi.  366;  early  history  of,  xi. 
366;  as  envoy  of  Athens  in  Arca¬ 
dia,  xi.  367  ;  desire  of,  for  peace,  b. 
C.  347,  xi.  368;  and  the  embassies 
from  Athens  to  Philip,  xi.  381  seq., 
406,  410,  413  seq.,  422  ;  and  the  mo¬ 
tion  of  Philokrates  for  peace  and  j 
alliance  with  Philip,  xi.  391  seq. ; 
fabrications  of,  about  Philip,  xi. 
398,  408,  409,  412  seq. ;  visit  of,  to 
Philip  in  Phokis,  xi.  422;  justifies 
Philip  after  his  conquest  of  Ther- 
mopylas,  xi.  425  ;  corruption  of,  xi. 


430  seq. ;  at  the  Amphiktyonic  as 
sembly  at  Delphi,  b.  c.  359,  xi  470 
seq. ;  on  the  special  Amphiktyonic 
meeting  at  Thermopylae,  xi.  479; 
conduct  of,  after  the  battle  of  Ch®- 
roneia,  xi.  506 ;  accusation  against 
Ktesiphon  by,  xii.  286  seq. ;  exile 
of.  xii.  293  seq. 

sEschytus ,  Prometheus  of,  i.  78, 381 
his  treatment  of  mythes,  i.  379  ; 

Sophokles,  and  Euripides,  viii.  317 
seq. 

Aesculapius,  i.  178  seq. 

JEson,  death  of,  i.  114. 

AEsymnete,  iii.  19. 

sEthiopis  of  Arktinus,  ii,  156. 

sEethlius,  i.  99. 

jEtna,  foundation  of  the  city  of,  ▼ 
229 ;  second  city  of,  v.  236  :  recon 
quered  by  Duketius,  vii.  123;  con¬ 
quest  of,  by  Dionysius,  x.  468; 
Campanians  of  x.497. 

JEtolia,  legendary  settlement  of,  i. 
137  ;  expedition  of  Demosthenes 
against,  vi.  296  seq. 

sEtolian  genealogy,  i.  138. 

Atolians,  ii.  290 ;  rude  condition  of, 
ii.  292;  emigration  of,  into  Pelo 
ponnesus,  ii.  325  seq. ;  and  Akar- 
nanians,  iii.  411  ;  and  Peloponne¬ 
sians  under  Eurylochus  attack 
Naupaktus,  xi.  291  ;  contest  and 
pacification  of,  with  Antipater,  xii. 
332 ;  Kassander’s  attempt  to  check, 
xii.  370. 

jEtolo-El  eians  and  the  Olympic 
games,  ii.  317. 

Alolus,  i.  102,  103;  and  Oxylus,  i. 
153. 

Africa,  circumnavigation  of,  by  the 
Phenicians,  iii.  283  seq. ;  expedition 
of  Agathokles  to,  against  Carthage, 
xii.  410  seq.  444. 

Agamedes  and  Trophonius,  1,  129. 

Agamemnon,  pre-eminence  of,  i.  154 
seq.,  161  seq.,  163;  and  Orestes 
transferred  to  Sparta,  i.  165;  and 
the  Trojan  expedition,  i.  289,  293. 

Agariste  and  Megakles,  iii.  38. 

Agasias.  ix.  145,  147  seq. 

Agathokles,  first  rise  of,  xii.  397  ;  dis 
tinction  of,  in  the  Syracusan  expe¬ 
dition  to  Kroton,  xii.  398  ;  retires 
from  Syracuse  to  Italy,  xii.  398 ; 
exploits  of,  in  Italy  and  Sicily, 
about  b.  c.  320,  xii.  285  ;  firsJ 
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ascendency  of,  at  Syracuse,  xii. 
899 ;  his  readmission  to  Syracuse, 
xii.  400 ;  massacres  the  Syracu¬ 
sans,  xii.  401  seq. ;  constituted  des¬ 
pot  of  Syracuse,  xii.  402  ;  his  pop¬ 
ular  manners,  and  military  success, 
xii.  404  seq. ;  and  the  Agrigentines, 
xii.  404,  406,  407  ;  and  Deinokra- 
tes.  xii.  407,  440,  446  seq. ;  massa¬ 
cre  at  Gela  by,  xii.  408  ;  defeat  of, 
at  the  Himera,  xii.  409  ,  expedi¬ 
tion  of,  to  Africa,  xii.  410  seq.,  444; 
capture  of  Megalepolis  and  Tunes 
by,  xii.  414 ;  victory  of,  over  Han- 
no  and  Bomilkar,  xii.  416  seq.-, 
operations  of,  on  the  eastern  coast 
of  Carthage,  xii.  419  seq. :  mutiny 
in  the  army  of.  at  Tunes,  xii.  426; 
in  Numidia,  xii.  427  ,  and  Ophel¬ 
ias,  xii.  427,  431  seq. ;  capture  of 
Utica  by,  xii.  436  ;  goes  from  Afri¬ 
ca  to  Sicily,  b  c.  306-305.  xii.  438, 
439 ;  in  Sicily,  b.  c.  306-305.  xii. 
439  seq  ;  returns  from  Sicily  to 
Africa,  where  he  is  defeated  by  the 
Carthaginians,  xii.  441  ;  deserts 
his  army  at  Tunes,  and  they  capitu¬ 
late,  xii.  443,  444;  barbarities  of, 
at  Egesta  and  Syracuse,  after  his 
African  expedition,  xii.  445 ;  op¬ 
erations  of,  in  Liparae,  Italy,  and 
Korkyra,  xii.  448 ;  last  projects  and 
death  of,  xii.  449  seq. ;  genius  and 
character  of,  xii.  450  seq. 

Agave  and  Pentheus,  i.  261  seq 

Agema ,  Macedonian,  xii.  63 

Agen ,  the  satiric  drama,  xii.  296  and 
n.  2. 

Agenor  and  his  offspring,  i.  257 

Agesandndas ,  viii.  71,  74  seq 

Agesilaus ,  character  of,  ix,  242,  246, 
280 ;  nomination  of,  as  king,  ix. 
244  seq. ;  popular  conduct  and  par¬ 
tisanship  of,  ix.  246 ;  expedition 
of,  to  Asia,  b.  c.  397,  ix.  257  seq. ; 
humiliation  of  Lvsander  by,  ix. 
260  seq. ;  Tissaphernes  breaks  the 
truce  with,  ix.  261  ;  attacks  of,  on 
the  satrapy  of  Pharnabazus,  ix. 
261,  273  seq. ;  his  enrichment  of 
his  friends,  ix.  262 ;  humanity  of, 
ix.  263  ;  naked  exposure  of  Asiatic 
prisoners  by,  ix.  265  seq. ;  at  Ephe¬ 
sus,  ix.  266 ,  victory  of,  near  £>ar- 
dis,  ix.  267  ,  negotiations  of,  with 
Tithraustcs,  ix.  269 ,  appointed  to 


command  at  sea  and  on  land,  ix. 
269,  271  ;  efforts  of  to  augment 
his  fleet,  ix.273  ;  and  Spithridates, 
ix.  274  ;  and  Pharnabazus,  confer¬ 
ence  between,  ix.  277  seq. ;  large 
preparations  and  recall  of,  from 
Asia,  ix.  280,  286,  308  seq. ;  rela¬ 
tions  of  Sparta  with  her  neighbors 
and  allies  after  the  accession  of,  ix. 
284  ;  on  the  northern  frontier  of 
Boeotia,  ix.  312  ,  victory  of,  at  Ko- 
roneia,  ix.  313  seq. ;  and  Teleutias, 
capture  of  the  Long  Walls  at  Co 
rinth,  and  of  Lechaeum  by,  ix.  339 
seq.  ;  capture  of  Peirseum  and 
CEnoe  by,  ix.  344,  345  seq  ,  and 
the  Isthmian  festival,  ix.  344  ,  and 
the  envoys  from  Thebes,  ix.  346, 
352  ;  and  the  destruction  of  the 
Lacedaemonian  mora  by  Iphikrates, 

ix,  348,  352  ;  expedition  of,  against 
Akarnania,  ix.  354  ;  and  the  peace 
of  Antalkidas,  ix.  385  seq  ;  miso- 
Theban  sentiment  of,  x.  28,  34  ;  his 
defence  of  Phoebidas,  x.  62 ;  sub¬ 
jugation  of  Phlius  by.  x.  70  seq. ; 
and  the  trial  of  Sphodrias,  x.  100, 
expeditions  of,  against  Thebes,  x. 
127  seq. ;  and  Epaminondas,  at  the 
congress  at  Sparta,  b.  c.  371,  x. 
170;  and  the  re-establishment  of 
Mantinea  x.  205  seq  ;  feeling 
against,  at  Sparta,  b.  c.  371,  x. 
207  ;  march  of,  against  Mantinea, 

x.  211  seq. ,  vigilant  defence  of 
Sparta  by,  against  Epaminondas, 
x.  221,  330 ,  in  Asia,  b.  c.  366,  x. 
294,  296  ;  in  Egypt,  x.  362  seq. , 
and  the  independence  of  Messene, 
x.  360  ,  death  and  character  of,  x, 
363  seq. 

Agesipolis,  ix.  356  seq. ;  x  35  seq.,  67, 
70.' 

Agetus  and  Aristo,  iv  326. 

Agvs  II.,  invasion  of  Attica  by,  b.  c. 
425,  vi.  313  ;  advance  of  to  Leuk- 
tra,  b.  c  419,  vii.  64  ;  invasion  of 
ArgOs  by,  vii.  71  seq. ;  retirement 
of,  from  Argos,  vii.  74  seq  ;  at  the 
battle  of  Mantinea,  b.  c.  418,  vii. 
81  seq. ;  invasion  of  Attica  by,  vii. 
288.  353  ,  movemenrs  of,  after  the 
Athenian  disaster  in  Sicily,  vii.  364; 
applications  from  Euboea  and  Les¬ 
bos  to.  B.  c.  413,  vii.  365  ,  ovei 
tures  of  peace  from  the  Four  Hun 
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dred  to,  viii.  44 :  repulse  of,  by 
Thrasyllus,  viii.  128  ;  fruitless  at¬ 
tempt  of,  to  surprise  Athens,  viii. 
156;  invasions  of  Elis  by,  ix.  225 
seq. ;  death  of,  ix.  241. 

Agis  III.,  ii.  387  seq.  ,  127,  281  seq. 

Aglauriort ,  v.  1 1 7  n. 

Agnonides ,  xii.  351. 

Agones  and  festivals  in  honor  of  gods, 

i.  51 

Agora ,  Homeric,  ii.  67  seq.  and  Boule, 

ii.  75. 

Agoratus ,  viii.  235,  240. 

Agngentine  generals,  accusation  and 
death  of,  x.  427. 

Agrigentines ,  and  Agathokles,  xii. 
404,  406,  425 ;  defeat  of,  by  Lepti- 
nes  and  Hemophilus,  xii.  440,  de¬ 
feat  of,  by  Leptines,  xii.  441. 

Agrigentum,  iii.  366  ;  Phalaris  of,  iv. 
378,  v.  204  ;  and  Syracuse,  before 
B.  c.  500,  v.  205;  prisoners  sent  to, 
after  the  battle  of  Himera,  v.  225  ; 
and  Syracuse,  b.  c.  446  vii.  126  ; 
after  the  Theronian  dynasty,  vii. 
127;  and  Hannibal’s  capture  of  Se- 
linus,  x.  408  ;  defensive  prepara¬ 
tions  at,  against  Hannibal  and  Imil- 
kon,  x.  422;  strength,  wealth,  and 
population  of,  b.  c.  406,  x.  423  seq ; 
blockade  and  capture  of,  by  the 
Carthaginians,  x.  425  seq.  ;  com¬ 
plaints  against  the  Syracusan  gen¬ 
erals  at  x.  427, 431, 433  seq. ;  declar¬ 
ation  of,  against  Dionysius,  xi.  6  ; 
Timoleon  and  the  fresh  coloniza¬ 
tion  of,  xi.  187;  siege  of,  by  Aga¬ 
thokles,  xii.  406. 

Agylla,  plunder  of  the  tern  pie  at,  xi.  25. 

Aqyrium,  Dionysius  and  Magon  at,  ix. 

'7. 

Agyrrhius,  ix.  368. 

Ajax ,  son  of  Telamon,  i.  187,  299. 

Ajar,  son  of  Oileus,  i.  189,  305,  310. 

Akauthus ,  iv.  25  ;  march  of  Xerxes 
tj,  v.  43  ;  induced  by  Brasidas  to 
revolt  from  Athens,  vi.  406  seq. ; 
speech  of  Brasidas  at,  ix.  193  seq. ; 
opposition  of,  to  the  Olynthian  con¬ 
federacy,  x.  52  seq.,  57. 

Akarnan  and  Amphoterus,  i.  282. 

Akarnama ,  Demosthenes  in,  b.  c.  426, 
vi.  296 ;  expedition  of  Agesilaus 
against,  ix.  354. 

Akarnanians ,  ii.  292  seq.,  iii.  407  seq. ; 
and  Athens,  alliance  between,  vi. 


120;  under  Demosthenes  save 
Naupaktus,  vi.  303  ;  and  Amphi* 
lochians,  pacific  treaty  of,  with  the 
Ambrakiots,  vi.  311. 

Akastus,  wife  of.  and  Peleus,  i.  114. 

Akesines ,  crossed  by  Alexander,  xii. 
230. 

Akrce  in  Sicily,  iii.  366. 

Akragas,  iii.  366. 

Alcrisois,  Danae  and  Perseus,  i.  89  seq. 

Akrolatus ,  xii.  404. 

Aktceon ,  i.  260. 

Akte,  Brasidas  in,  vi.  421. 

Akusilaus ,  his  treatment  of  mythes,  i 
390. 

Alcesa ,  foundation  of,  x.  469. 

Alalia ,  Phokasan  colony  at,  iv.  205. 

Alazones.  iii.  239. 

Alcyene  and  Keyx,  i.  135. 

Aletes ,  ii.  9. 

Aleus ,  i.  176. 

Alexander  of  Macedon ,  and  Greeks  at 
Tempe,  on  Xerxes’s  invasion,  v.  69; 
embassy  of,  to  Athens,  v.  150  seq. ; 
and  the  Athenians  before  the  battle 
of  Plataea,  v,  151. 

Alexander  the  Great ,  his  visit  to  Ilium, 
i.  326  ;  xii.  69  ;  successors  of,  and 
Ilium,  i.  326  ;  comparison  between 
the  invasion  of,  and  that  of  Xerxes, 
v.  240;  birth  of,  xi.  241;  at  the 
battle  of  Chaeroneia,  xi.  500  ;  quar¬ 
rels  of,  with  his  father,  xi.  513,  xii. 
3;  accession  of,  xi.  51 7, xii.  1,7;  cha¬ 
racter,  education,  and  early  political 
action  of,  xii.  2  seq .;  uncertain  posi¬ 
tion  of,  during  the  last  year  of  Phi¬ 
lip,  xii.  5;  Amyntas  put  to  death 
•by,  xii.  8;  march  of  into  Greece, 
b.  c.  336,  xii.  11 ;  chosen  Impera- 
tor  of  the  Greeks,  xii.  13;  con¬ 
vention  at  Corinth  under,  b.  c.  336, 
xii.  13  ;  authority  claimed  by,  un¬ 
der  the  convention  at  Corinth,  xii. 
15;  violations  of  the  convention 
at  Corinth  by,  xii.  16  seq. ;  expe¬ 
dition  of  into  Thrace,  xii.  22  seq., 
25,  n. ;  embassy  of  Gauls  to,  xii. 
26  ;  victories  of,  over  Kleitus  and 
the  Illyrians,  xii.  27  seq. ;  revolt  of 
Thebes  against,  xii.  29  seq. ;  march 
of,  from  Thrace  t;>  Thebes,  xii. 
36 ;  capture  and  destruction  of 
Thebes  by,  xii.  37  seq.  ;  demands 
the  surrender  of  *nti-Macedonian 
leaders  at  Athene,  xii.  41*  Co- 
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rinta  b.  c.  335,  xii.  48 ;  and  li- 
ogenes  xii.  48  ;  reconstitution  of 
Boeotia  by,  xii.  48  ;  Grecian  his¬ 
tory  a  blank  in  the  reign  of,  xii. 
50 ;  connection  of  his  Asiatic  con¬ 
quests  with  Grecian  history,  xii.  50, 
179  seq.  ;  Pan-Hellenic  pretences 
of,  xii.  51;  analogy  of  his  relation 
to  the  Greeks  with  those  of  Napo¬ 
leon  to  the  Confederation  of  the 
Rhine,  xii.  51,  52  n. ;  military  en¬ 
dowments  of,  xii.  52;  military 
changes  in  Greece  during  the  sixty 
years  before  the  accession  of,  xii. 
53  seq. ;  measures  of,  before  going 
to  Asia,  xii.  67  ;  his  march  to  the 
Hellespont  and  passage  to  Asia  xii. 
69,  78  :  analogy  of,  to  the  Greek 
heroes,  xii.  71  ;  review  of  his  army 
in  Asia,  xii.  72;  Macedonian  offi¬ 
cers  of  his  army  in  Asia,  xii.  73; 
Greeks  in  his  service  in  Asia,  xii. 
74  ;  defensive  preparations  of  Da¬ 
rius  against,  xii.  76  ;  victory  of,  at 
the  Granikus,  xii.  81  seq. ;  submis¬ 
sion  of  the  Asiatics  to,  after  the 
battle  of  the  Granikus,  xii.  89;  and 
Mithrines,  xii.  90,  207  ;  capture  of 
Ephesus  by,  xii.  90  ;  capture  of  Mi¬ 
letus  by,  xii.  92  seq. ,  debate  of, 
with  Parmenio  at  Miletus,  xii.  92  ; 
disbands  his  fleet,  xii.  94 ;  capture 
of  Halikarnassus  by,  xii  94  seq. 
conquest  of  Lykia,  Pamphylia,  and 
Pisidia  by,  xii.  99  ;  at  Kelasn»,  xii. 
101  ;  cuts  the  Gordian  knot,  xii. 

104  ;  refuses  to  liberate  the  Athe¬ 
nians  captured  at  the  Granikus,  xii. 

105  ;  subjugation  of  Paphlagonia 
and  Kappadokia  by,  xii.  Ill  ;  pas¬ 
ses  Mount  Taurus  and  enters  Tar¬ 
sus,  xii.  Ill  seq. ;  operations  of,  in 
Kilikia,  xii.  113,  march  of,  from 
Kilikia  to  Myriandrus,  xii.  114; 
return  of,  from  Myriandrus,  xii. 
117;  victory  of,  at  Issus,  xii.  1 18 
seq. ;  his  courteous  treatment  of 
Darius’s  mother,  wife  and  family, 
xii.  124,  153,  his  treatment  of 
Greeks  taken  at  Damascus,  xii. 
129,  in  Phoenicia,  xii.  130  seq.,  150; 
his  correspondence  with  Darius, 
xii.  130,  140;  siege  and  capture  of 
Tyre  by,  xii.  132  seq.  ;  surrender 
of  the  princes  of  Cyprus  to,  xii. 
138  ,  his  march  towards  Egypt,  xii 


141,  142,  145;  siege  and  captnp® 
of  Gaza  by,  xii.  142  seq. ;  his  cru¬ 
elty  to  Batis,  xii.  145;  in  Egypt, 
xii.  146  seq. ;  crosses  the  Euphrates 
at  Thapsakus,  xii.  150  ;  fords  tbs 
Tigris,  xii.  151  ;  continence  of,  xis. 
153  n.  2  ;  victory  of,  at  Arbela,  xii. 
155  seq. ;  surrender  of  Susa  airdl 
Babylon  to,  xii.  168;  his  march 
from  Susa  to  Persepolis,  xii.  171 ; 
at  Persepolis,  xii.  172  seq.  ;  subju¬ 
gation  of  Persis  by,  xii.  177 ;  at 
Ekbatana,  xii.  181,  246  seq.;  sends 
home  the  Thessalian  cavalry,  xii. 
181  ;  pursues  Darius  into  Parthia, 
xii.  181  seq. ;  disappointment  of,  in 
not  taking  Darius  alive,  xii.  186; 
Asiatizing  tendencies  of,  xii.  188, 
215,  267  ;  at  Hekatompylus,  xii. 
187  ;  in  Hyrkania,  xii.  188  ;  his 
treatment  of  the  Grecian  mercena¬ 
ries  and  envoys  with  Darius,  xii. 
188,  189;  in  Aria  and  Drangiana, 
xii.  189  seq.,  200;  Parmenio  and 
Philotas  put  to  death  by,  xii.  190 
seq. ;  in  Gedrosia,  xii.  200,  236  ; 
foundation  of  Alexandria  ad  Cau* 
casum  by,  xii.  200  ;  in  Baktria  and 
Sogdiana,  xii.  201  seq. ;  and  Bes- 
sus,  12,  202,  208  ;  massacre  of  the 
Branchidse  by,  xii.  203  seq.  ;  at 
Marakanda,  xii.  204.  207  seq. ;  and 
the  Scythians,  xii.  206,  213  ;  Klei- 
tus  killed  by,  xii.  208  seq.,  213,  218 
seq.,  222  seq.  ;  capture  of  the  Sog- 
dian  rock  and  the  rock  of  Chorii- 
nes  by,  xii.  214  ,  and  Roxana,  xii. 
214,  215;  and  Kallisthenes,  con¬ 
spiracy  of  royal  pages  against,  xii. 
221  ;  reduces  the  country  between 
Hindoo  Koosh  and  the  indus,  xii. 
225  seq  ;  crosses  the  Indus  and  the 
Hvdaspes,  and  defeats  Porus,  xii. 
227  seq.,  228  n.  2,  and  n.  1  page 
229  ;  conquests  of,  in  the  Punjab, 
xii.  227  seq. ;  refusal  oi  his  army 
to  march  farther,  xii.  231  ;  voyage 
of,  down  the  Hvdaspes  and  the  In¬ 
dus,  xii.  234  ;  wounded  in  attack 
ing  the  Malli.  xii.  234  ,  posts  on 
the  Indus  established  by,  xii.  235, 
his  bacchanalian  procession  thro" 
Karmania,  xii.  236  ;  and  the  tomk 
of  Cyrus  the  Great,  xii.  237  ;  sa¬ 
traps  of,  xii.  239  seq.  ;  discontents 
and  mutiny  of  his  Macedonian  sol- 
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diers,  xii.  241  seq. ;  Asiatic  levies 
of,  xii.  243 ;  sails  down  the  Pasi- 
tigris  and  up  the  Tigris  to  Opts, 
xii.  243  ;  partial  disbanding  of  his 
Macedonian  soldiers  by,  xii.  245; 
preparations  of,  for  the  conquest 
and  circumnavigation  of  Asia,  xii. 
245.  250;  his  grief  for  the  death 
of  Hephaestion,  xii.  247,  253  ;  ex¬ 
termination  of  the  Kossasi  by,  xii. 
248  ;  his  last  visit  to  Babylon,  xii. 
248  seq. ;  numerous  embassies  to, 
b.  c.  323,  xii.  248 ;  his  sail  on  the 
Euphrates,  xii.  250  ;  his  incorpora¬ 
tion  of  Persians  in  the  Macedonian 
phalanx,  xii.  251  ;  his  despatch  to 
Kleomenes,  xii.  253 ;  forebodings 
and  suspicion  of,  at  Babylon,  xii. 
253,  254  n.  3  ;  illness  and  death  of, 
xii.  254  seq. ;  rumored  poisoning 
cf,  xii.  256  n.  2 ;  sentiments  excited 
by  the  career  and  death  of,  xii.  258 
seq.  ;  probable  achievements  of,  if 
he  had  lived  longer,  xii.  259  seq. ; 
character  of  as  a  ruler,  xii.  261 
seq. ;  absence  of  nationality  in,  xii. 
264  ;  Livy’s  opinion  as  to  his  chan¬ 
ces,  if  he  had  attacked  the  Ro¬ 
mans,  xii.  260  ;  unrivalled  excel¬ 
lence  of,  as  a  military  man,  xii. 
261  ;  not  the  intentional  diffuser 
of  Hellenic  culture,  xii.-  265  seq. ; 
cities  founded  in  Asia  by,  xii.  267  ; 
Asia  not  Hellenized  by,  xii.  269  ; 
increased  intercommunication  pro¬ 
duced  by  the  conquests  of,  xii.  272 
seq. ;  his  interest  in  science  and 
literature,  xii.  274 ;  state  of  the 
Grecian  world  when  he  crossed  the 
Hellespont,  xii.  275  ;  possibility  of 
emancipating  Greece  during  his 
earlier  Asiatic  campaigns,  xii.  276; 
his  rescript  directing  the  recall  of 
Grecian  exiles,  xii.  310  seq. ;  his 
family  and  generals,  after  his  death, 
xii.  319  seq.\  partition  of  the  em¬ 
pire  of,  xii.  319,  337  ;  list  of  pro¬ 
jects  entertained  by,  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  xii.  320. 

Alexander ,  son  of  Alexander  the 
Great,  xii.  333,  340,  342,  366,  367, 
371. 

Alexander ,  son  of  Polvsperchon,  xii. 
366,  368,  369. 

Alexander,  son  of  Kassander.  xii.  389. 


Alexander ,  king  of  the  Molossians; 
xii.  396  seq. 

Alexander ,  son  of  Amvntas,  x.  248, 
249. 

Alexander  of  Epirus ,  marriage  of,  xi, 
515. 

Alexander ,  the  Lynkestian,  xi.  517 

seq. 

Alexander  of  Pherce.  x.  248  ;  expe¬ 
ditions  of  Pelopidas  against,  x. 
248,  263,  303,  307  seq.,  309  n.  3  ; 
seizure  of  Pelopidas  and  Ismenias 
by,  x.  282  seq. ;  release  of  Pelopi¬ 
das  and  Ismenias  by,  x.  285  ;  sub¬ 
dued  by  the  Thebans,  x.  309  seq. ; 
naval  hostilities  of,  against  Athens, 
x.  370  ;  cruelties  and  assassination 
of,  xi.  203  seq. 

Alexandreia  Troas ,  i.  326. 

Alexandria  in  Egypt,  xii.  146;  ad 
Caucasum,  xii.  200  ;  in  Ariis,  and 
in  Arachosia,  xii.  200  n.  4 ;  ad 
Jaxartem,  xii.  205,  206. 

Alexandrine  chronology  from  the  re¬ 
turn  of  the  Herakleids  to  the  first 
Olympiad,  ii.  304. 

Alexikles,  viii.  64,  67,  68. 

Al/cceus,  Herodotus’s  mistake  about, 

iii.  155  n. ;  his  flight  from  battle,  iii. 
199;  opposition  of,  to  Pittakus,  iii. 
199,  iv.,  90  seq. ;  collected  works  of, 

iv.  90  n.  4;  subjective  character 
of  his  poetry,  i.  363. 

Alkamenes ,  son  of  Teleklus,  ii.  420. 
Alfcamenes ,  appointment  of,  to  go 
to  Lesbos,  vii.  365;  defeat  and 
death  of,  vii.  369. 

Allcestis  and  Admetus,  i.  113  seq. 
Allcetas,  x.  139,  147  n.,  153,  xi.  54. 
AlJcibiades,  reputed  oration  of  Ando- 
kides  against,  iv.  151,  n.  3,  vi.  7,  n. 
2;  alleged  duplication  of  the  tri¬ 
bute-money  of  Athenian  allies  by, 
vi.  7,  n.  2  ;  at  the  battle  of  Delium, 

vi.  397  ;  education  and  character 
of,  vii.  30  seq. :  and  Sokrates  vii. 
35  seq. ;  conflicting  sentiments  en¬ 
tertained  towards,  vii.  40 ;  attempts 
of,  to  revive  his  family  tie  with 
Sparta,  vii.  42  ;  early  politics  of, 

vii.  42;  adoption  of  anti-Laconian 
politics  by,  vii.  43  ;  attempt  of,  tc 
ally  Argos  with  Athens,  b.  c.  420 
vii.  43;  trick  of,  upon  the  Laced* 
monian  envoys,  vii.  46  seq. ;  dii 
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play  of,  at  the  Olympic  festival, 
vii.  53  seq.,  59  n. ;  intra-Pelopon¬ 
nesian  policy  of,  B.  c.  419,  vii.  62 
seq. ;  expedition  of,  into  the  in¬ 
terior  of  Peloponnesus,  b.  c.  419, 
vii.  63;  at  Argos,  b.  c.  418,  vii.  75, 
and  b.  c.  416,  vii.  98;  and  Nikias, 
projected  contention  of  ostracism 
between,  vii.  104  seq. ;  his  support 
of  the  Egestaean  envoys  at  Athens, 
a.  c.  416.  vii.  146;  and  the  Sicilian 
expedition,  vii.  148,  152  seq.,  160 
geq. ;  attack  upon,  in  connection 
with  the  mutilation  of  the  Hermse, 
vii.  175,  207  seq. ;  the  Eleusinian 
mysteries  and,  vii.  175  seq.,  211 
seq. ;  viii.  150;  plan  of  action  in 
Sicily  proposed  by,  vii.  191 ;  at 
Messene  in  Sicily,  vii.  193;  at  Ka¬ 
tana,  vii.  193  ;  recall  of,  to  take  his 
trial,  vii.  195,  21 1  seq. ;  escape  and 
condemnation  of,  vii.  211  seq.,  235 
«.  2;  at  Sparta,  vii.  235  seq. ;  La¬ 
cedaemonians  persuaded  by,  to  send 
aid  to  Chios,  vii  367  ;  expedition 
of,  to  Chios,  vii.  370  seq. ;  revolt 
of  Miletus  from  Athens,  caused  by, 

vii.  375  ;  order  from  Sparta  to  kill, 

viii.  2 ;  escape  of,  to  Tissaphernes, 
viii.  3;  advice  of,  to  Tissaphernes, 
viii.  3  ;  acts  as  interpreter  between 
Tissaphernes  and  the  Greeks,  viii. 
5  seq. ;  oligarchical  conspiracy  of, 
with  the  Athenian  officers  at  Sa¬ 
mos,  viii.  6  seq. ;  counter  manoeu¬ 
vres  of,  against  Phrynichus,  viii.  12; 
proposed  restoration  of,  to  Athens, 
viii.  12,  13  ;  negotiations  of,  with 
Peisander,  viii.  15,  20  seq.  ;  and  the 
Athenian  democracy  at  Samos,  viii. 
49  seq.,  51,  52  seq. ;  at  Aspendus, 
viii.  100;  return  of,  from  Aspendus 
to  Samos,  viii.  116;  arrival  of,  at 
the  Hellespont,  from  Samos,  viii. 
117  ;  arrest  of  Tissaphernes  by, 
viii.  120;  escape  of,  from  Sardis, 
viii.  120;  and  the  Athenian  fleet, 
at  the  Bosphorus,  viii.  126  ;  attack 
upon  Chalkedon  by,  viii.  126  ;  oc¬ 
cupation  of  Chrysopolis  by,  viii. 
127  ;  and  Thrasyllus,  at  the  Hel¬ 
lespont,  viii.  130  ;  capture  of  Chal¬ 
kedon  by,  viii.  132 ;  and  Pharna- 
bazus,  viii.  133;  proceedings  of,  in 
Thrace  and  Asia,  b.  c.  407,  viii. 
144 ;  return  of,  to  Athens,  b.  c.  407, 


viii.  145  seq. ;  expedition  of,  to  Ast^ 
b.  C.  407,  viii.  150  seq.  ;  dissatis¬ 
faction  of  the  armament  at  Samos 
with,  viii.  153  ;  accusations  against, 
at  Athens,  b.  c.  407,  viii.  153;  a£ 
teration  of  sentiment  towards,  at 
Athens,  b.  c.  407,  viii.  156  seq.. 
and  Nikias,  different  behavior  o£ 
the  Athenians  towards,  viii.  158; 
dismissal  of,  from  his  command, 
B.  c.  407.  viii  158;  at  .Egospota 
mi,  viii.  217;  position  and  views 
of.  in  Asia,  after  the  battle  of 
.Egospotami,  viii.  313  seq. ;  assas¬ 
sination  of,  viii.  314  seq. ;  character 
of,  viii.  316  seq. 

Alkidas  vi.  237,  239  seq.,  266  seq. 

Alkmcedn,  i.  278  seq 

Alkmceonids ,  curse,  trial,  and  condem 
nation  of,  iii.  82 ;  proceedings  of, 
against  Hippias,  iv.  120  ;  rebuild¬ 
ing  of  Delphian  temple  by,  iv.  121 , 
false  imputation  of  treachery  oa, 
at  the  battle  of  Marathon,  iv.  356; 
demand  of  Sparta  for  the  expul¬ 
sion  of,  vi.  97. 

Alhnan ,  iv.  77,  82,  85  seq. 

Alkmene ,  i.  91 . 

Allegorical  interpretation  of  mythes, 
i.  418  seq..  425,  436. 

Allegory  rarely  admissible  in  the  in¬ 
terpretation  of  mythes,  i.  2. 

Aloids,  the,  i.  136. 

Alos ,  sanguinary  rites  at,  i.  125. 

Althaea  and  the  burning  brand,  i.  144. 

Althcemenes ,  founder  of  Rhodes,  ii.  30 

Althcemenes  and  Katreus,  i.  224. 

Alyattes  and  Kyaxares,  iii.  230  ;  war 
of,  with  Miletus,  iii.  255  seq.-,  sac¬ 
rilege  committed  by,  iii.  256;  long 
reign,  death  and  sepulchre  of,  iii. 
257. 

Amaltheia ,  the  horn  of,  i.  150. 

Amanus ,  Mount,  march  of  Darius  to, 
xii.  115. 

Amasis,  iii.  328  seq. ;  death  of,  iv.  219. 

Aviasis  and  Polykrates,  iv.  241. 

Amastns,  xii.  467  seq. 

Amazons,  legend  of,  i.  209  seq. 

Ambrakia,  iii.  404,  405. 

Ambrakiots ,  attack  of,  upon  Amphi- 
lokian  Argos,  vi  180;  attack  of 
upon  Akarnania,  vi.  192  seq. ;  pro 
jected  attack  of,  on  Amphilochiau 
Argos,  vi.  302  ;  defeat  of,  at  OlpaS, 
vi.  304 ;  Menedteus’s  desertion  of 
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vi.  305  seq.  ;  Demosthenes’s  vic¬ 
tory  over,  vj.  307  seq. ;  pacific  con¬ 
vention  of,  with  the  Akarnanians 
and  Amphilochians,  vi.  311. 

Ambrysus,  re  fortification  of,  xi.  494. 

Ammon ,  Alexander’s  visit  to  the 
oracle  of,  xii.  147. 

Amnesty  decreed  by  Solon,  iii.  98  ; 
proposed  by  Patrokleides,  viii.  225; 
at  Athens,  b.  c.  403,  viii.  293,  299 
seq. 

Amompharetus,  v.  174  seq. 

Amorges ,  vii.  375;  capture  of,  vii. 
388. 

Amphiaraus,  i.  272,  275. 

Amphiktyon,  i.  98,  99,  103. 

Amphiktyonic  assembly ,  i.  100;  ii.  243 
seq .,  xi.  241  ;  condemnation  of 
Sparta  by,  x.  202  seq. ;  accusation 
of  Thebes  against  Sparta  before, 
xi.  242  ;  accusation  of  Thebes 
against  Phokis  before,  xi.  243 ; 
resistance  of  Phokis  to,  xi.  244 
seq. ;  sentence  of,  against  the  Pho- 
kians,  and  honors  conferred  upon 
Philip  by,  xi.  425,  429  ;  at  Delphi, 
B.  C.  339,  xi.  470  seq. 

Amphiktyon ies.  or  exclusive  religious 
partnerships,  ii.  243  seq.,  248. 

Amphiktyons ,  punishment  of  the  Kir- 
rhaeans  by,  iv.  61  ;  establishment 
of  the  Pythian  games  by,  iv.  63  ; 
violent  measures  of,  against  the 
Amphissians,  xi.  474  seq. 

Amphiktyony  at  Kalauria,  i.  133. 

Amphilochian  Argos ,  Eurylochus’s  pro¬ 
jected  attack  upon,  vi.  302. 

Amphilochians  and  Akarnanians,,  pa¬ 
cific  treaty  of,  with  the  Ambraki- 
ots,  vi.  21 1. 

Amphilochus,  i.  278;  wanderings  of, 
i.  313. 

Arnphion  and  Zethus,  i.  263  seq. ;  Ho¬ 
meric  legend  of,  i.  257. 

Amphipolis,  foundation  of,  vi.  11  seq. ; 
acquisition  of,  by  Brasidas,  vi.  406 
seq. ;  proceedings  of  Brasidas  in,  vi. 
420;  policy  of  Kleon  and  Nikias 
for  the  recovery  of,  vi.  457  seq. ; 
Kleon’s  expedition  against,  vi.  462 
seq. ;  topography  of,  vi.  464  seq.  ; 
battle  of,  vi.  471  seq. ;  negotiations 
for  peace  after  the  battle  of,  vi.  489 ; 
not  restored  to  Athens,  on  the 
peace  of  Nikias,  vii.  4 ;  neglect  of, 
by  the  Athenians,  vii.  104,  xi.  215;  | 


claim  of  Athens  to,  x.  245  seq.  294: 
Iphikrates  at,  x.  251,  299;  failure 
of  Timotheus  at,  x.  301  ;  nine  de 
feats  of  the  Athenians  at,  x.  302  n. 
2;  Kallisthenes  at,  x.  370  ;  Philip 
renounces  his  claim  to,  xi.  212, 
siege  and  capture  of,  by  Philip,  xi. 
232  seq.  ;  Philip’s  dealings  with  the 
Athenians  respecting,  xi.  235. 

Amphissa ,  capture  of,  by  Philip,  xi. 
497. 

Amphissians,  accusation  of,  against 
Athens,  xi.  470  seq. ;  violent  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  the  Amphiktyons  a- 
gainst,  xi.  473  seq. 

Amphitrydn,  i.  91. 

Amphoterus  and  Akarnan,  i.  283. 

Amyklce ,  ii.  327  ;  conquest  of,  ii.  419 

Amykus,  i.  169. 

Amyntas,  and  the  Peisistratids,  iv.  19, 

Amyntas,  father  of  Philip,  x.  48  seq.. 
243  seq. ;  and  the  Olynthian  con¬ 
federacy,  x.  50,  56,  58,  65  ;  and 
Iphikrates,  x.  108  ;  and  Athens,  x. 
243,  245 ;  death  of,  x.  248  ;  as¬ 
sistance  of  Iphikrates  to  the  family 
of,  x.  250. 

Amyntas.  son  of  Antiochus,  xii.  9 
116,  125. 

Amyntas,  son  of  Perdikkas,  xii.  8. 

Anaktorium,  iii.  402  seq.,  vi.  360. 

Anaphe .  i.  240. 

Ana  pus,  crossing  of,  by  Dion,  xi.  91. 

Anaxagoras,  vi.  101. 

Anaxandrides,  bigamy  of,  ii.  386. 

Anaxarchus  of  Abdera,  xii.  213.  215, 
217. 

Anaxibius.  ix.  150  seq..  156  seq.]  in 
the  Hellespont,  ix.  369  ;  death  of 
ix.  371  seq. 

Anaxikrates,  v.  335. 

Anaxilaus,  v.  211,  230. 

Anaximander,  iv.  381  seq. 

Anaximenes  of  Lampsacus,  i.  40y. 

Andokides,  reputed  oration  of,  against 
Alkibiades,  iv.  151  n.  1,  vi.  6  n.  1  ■ 
de  Mysteriis,  iv.  123  n.  3  ;  and  the 
mutilation  of  the  Hermae,  vii.  19$ 
200  seq. 

Androgeos,  death  of,  i.  211. 

Androklus ,  iii.  175. 

Andromache  and  Ilelenus,  i.  305. 

Andromachus,  xi.  146. 

Andron,  story  of,  respecting  Krete,  ii. 
29. 

Andros,  siege  of,  by  Themistokles,  r 
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141  ;  siege  of.  by  Alkibiades  and 
Konon,  viii.  151. 

Animals ,  worship  of,  in  Egypt,  iii. 
319. 

Ankceus ,  i.  177. 

Antalkidas,  embassy  of,  to  Tirabazus, 
ix.  374  seq.  ;  embassies  of,  to  Per¬ 
sia,  ix.  383,  x.  157  ;  in  the  Hel¬ 
lespont,  ix.  384 ;  the  peace  of.  ix. 
385  seq.,  x.  1  seq. 

Antandms ,  expulsion  of  Arsakes  from, 
viii.  114;  the  Syracusans  at,  x.  386. 

Ante- Hellenic  inhabitants  of  Greece, 
ii.  261  ;  colonies  from  Phoenicia 
and  Egypt  not  probable,  ii.  267. 

Antenor ,  i.  304,  315. 

Antigone ,  i.  276. 

Antigonus  and  Perdikkas,  xii.  334; 
and  Eumenes,  xii.  338 ;  great  power 
of,  xii.  367  ;  alliance  of  Kassander, 
Lysimachus  and  Ptolemy  against, 
xii  367,  372,  383,  387  ;  measures 
of.  against  Kassander,  xii.  369, 
370;  pacification  of,  with  Kassan¬ 
der,  Lysimachus,  and  Ptolemy,  xii. 
871  ;  Roxana  and  her  son  Alexan¬ 
der  put  to  death  by,  xii.  371  ;  mur¬ 
ders  Kleopatra,  sister  of  Alexan¬ 
der,  xii.  372;  Athenian  envoys  sent 
to,  xii.  380 ;  death  of,  xii.  387. 

Antigonus  Gonatus,  xii.  390. 

Antilochus,  death  of,  i.  298. 

Aniimachus  of  Kolophon,  i.  268. 

Antioc/ms  at  Samos  and  Notium,  viii. 
152,  153. 

Antiochus,  the  Arcadian,  x.  280. 

Antiope,  i.  257  seq. 

Antipater,  embassv  of,  from  Philip  to 
Athens,  xi.  386",  387,  390,  397, 401  ; 
made  viceroy  of  Macedonia,  xii. 
67,  68  ;  and  Olympias,  xii.  68,  254 ; 
defeat  of  Agis  by,  xii.  284 ;  sub¬ 
mission  of  all  Greece  to,  xii.  285 ; 
Grecian  hostilities  against,  after 
Alexander’s  death,  xii.  313  seq.  ; 
and  Kraterus,  xii.  321  seq.,  335  ; 
victory  of,  at  Krannon,  xii  321, 
322  ;  terms  imposed  upon  Athens 
by,  xii.  324  seq.  ;  remodels  the 
Peloponnesian  cities,  xii.  332  ;  con¬ 
test  and  pacification  of.  with  the 
^Etolians,  xii.  332  ;  made  guardian 
of  Alexander’s  family,  xii.  337  ; 
ieath  of,  xii.  338;  last  directions 
of,  xii.  339. 

Antipater ,  son  of  Kassander,  xii.  389. 

vol.  xii.  43 


Antiphilus,  xii.  319,  321. 

Antiphon ,  viii.  1 8,  30  seq.,  57  seq  ,78  teq 

Antiquity,  Grecian,  a  religious  con¬ 
ception,  i.  445  ;  stripped  of  its  re¬ 
ligious  character  by  chronology,  i. 
446. 

Antisthenes,  at  Kaunus,  vii.  397. 

Antistrophe ,  introduction  of,  iv.  89. 

Anytus,  viii.  130,  242. 

Aornos,  rock  of,  xii.  225  n.  2,  227. 

Apate,  i.  7. 

Apaturia,  excitement  at  the,  after  the 
battle  of  Arginusae,  viii.  193  seq. 

Aphareus,  i.  168,  169. 

Apheidas,  i.  176. 

Aphepsion,  and  Mantitheus,  vii.  200. 

Aphetce,  Persian  fleet  at,  v.  97,  98, 

101. 

Aphrodite ,  i.  5,  52. 

Apis ,  i.  83. 

Apodektce,  iv.  137. 

Apollo ,  i.  10 ;  legends  of,  i.  45  seq.,  50  ; 
worship  and  functions  of,  i.  49  seq., 
iii.  168;  and  Laomedon,  i.  57,285; 
and  Hermes,  i.  59  ;  types  of,  i.  61 ; 
and  Admetus,  i.  113  ;  and  Koronis, 
i.  176  ;  Sminthius,  i.  337 ;  evidence 
of  the  Homeric  Hymn  to,  as  to 
early  Ionic  life,  iii.  168  ;  temple  of 
at  Klarus,  iii.  184;  reply  of  Del 
phian  to  the  remonstrance  of  Croe 
sus,  iv.  189. 

Apolloddrus ,  his  genealogy  of  Helliln, 
i.  106  seq. 

Apolloddrus  and  the  Theoric  fund,  xi. 
348. 

Apollokrates ,  xi.  105,  107,  117. 

Apollonia,  iii.  402  seq.\  and  the  Illy¬ 
rians,  iv.  6  seq. :  and  the  Olynthian 
confederacy,  x.  52. 

Apollonides ,  xii.  142,  149. 

Apries,  reign  and  death  of,  iii.  323 
seq. 

Apsyrtus,  i.  238. 

Arabia ,  Alexander’s  projects  with  re¬ 
gard  to.  xii.  245,  250. 

Arachosia ,  Alexander  in,  xii.  200. 

Aradus,  surrender  of,  to  Alexander 
xii.  130. 

Arbela ,  battle  of,  xii.  155  seq. 

Arbitration  at  Athens,  v.  354. 

Arcadia ,  ii.  299  ;  state  of,  b.  c.  560,  ii 
441  seq.  ;  and  Sparta,  ii.  444  seq.,  V 
315  ;  proceedings  in,  after  the  bat¬ 
tle  of  Leuktra,  x.  204  seq. ;  inva¬ 
sions  of,  by  Archidamus,  x.  265, 
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81b  seq. ;  mission  of  Epaminondas 
to,  x.  288;  dissensions  in,  x.  322 
seq. ,  embassy  of  JEschines  to  xi. 
368. 

Arcadians ,  ii.  301, 433  seq. ;  sympathy 
of,  with  Messenians,  ii.  427  ;  im¬ 
pulse  of,  towards  a  Pan-Arcadian 
union,  x.  208  ;  application  of,  to 
Athens  and  Thebes,  for  aid  against 
Sparta,  x.  213  ;  Epaminondas  and 
the  consolidation  of,  x.  215  ;  ener¬ 
getic  action  and  insolence  of,  x. 
259  seq. ;  envoy  to  Persia  from,  x. 
278,  280  ;  protest  of,  against  the 
headship  of  Thebes,  x.  281  ;  alli¬ 
ance  of  Athens  with,  x.  287  ;  and 
Eleians,  x.  314  seq.,  323;  occupa¬ 
tion  and  plunder  of  Olympia  by, 
x.  314,  320  seq.  ;  celebration  of 
the  Olympic  games  by,  x.  318  seq. : 
seizure  of,  at  Tegea,  by  the  The¬ 
ban  harraost,  x.  324  seq. 

Arckagathus,  xii.  438,439,443. 

Arrhegeles,  Apollo,  i.  50. 

Archelaus ,  x.  46  seq. ;  siege  of  Pydna 
by,  viii.  1 18. 

Archeptolemus ,  viii.  84  seq. 

Archias,  oekist  of  Syracuse,  iii.  363. 

Archias ,  the  Theban,  x.  82,  85. 

Archias,  the  Exile-Hunter,  xii.  326 
seq. 

Archidamus  II.,  speech  of,  against 
war  with  Athens,  vi.  80  seq. ;  inva¬ 
sions  of  Attica  by,  vii.  126  seq., 
152.  221  ;  his  expedition  to  Platssa, 
vi.  185  seq. 

Archidamus  III.,  invasions  of  Arca¬ 
dia  by,  x.  265,  316  seq. ;  and  the 
independence  of  Messene,  x.  291, 
360  ;  and  Philomelus,  xi.  254  ;  ex¬ 
pedition  of,  against  Megalopolis, 
xi  306  ;  aid  to  the  Phokians  at 
Thermopylae  under,  xi.  419,  421  ; 
xii.  281,  394. 

Archilochus ,  i.  362;  iv.  26,  73,  76  seq. 

Archinus ,  decrees  of,  viii.  299,  308. 

Architects  at  Athens,  under  Perikles, 
vi.  20. 

Architecture,  Grecian,  between  b.  c. 
600-550,  iv.  98. 

Archonides,  x.  469. 

Archons  after  Kodrus,  iii.  49 ;  the  nine, 
iii.  75;  judges  without  appeal  till 
after  Kleisthenes,  iii.  129  ;  effect  of 
Kleisthen£s’s  revolution  on,  iv.  137 
**>.q..  142  seq. ,  limited  functions  of. 


after  the  Persian  war,  v.  276 ;  iiml 
tation  of  the  functions  of,  by  Peri 
kies,  v.  355,  358,  365. 

Ardi/s,  iii.  223. 

Areopagus,  senate  of  iii.  73;  and  the 
Ephette,  iii.  79;  and  the  Eurne- 
nides  of  ./Eschylus,  iii.  80  n. ;  pow¬ 
ers  of,  enlarged  by  Solon,  iii.  122; 
under  the  Solonian  and  Kleisthe- 
nean  constitutions,  iv.  141  ;  in  early 
Athens,  v.  352  seq.  ;  oligarchical 
tendencies  of,  v.  354 ;  venerable 
character  and  large  powers  of,  v. 
359  ;  at  variance  with  the  growing 
democratieal  sentiment,  b.  c.  480- 
460,  v.  361  ;  a  centre  of  action  for 
the  oligarchical  party,  v.  361  ; 
power  of,  abridged  by  Perikles  and 
Ephialtes,  v.  366  seq. 

Ares.  i.  10. 

Arete,  xi.  55,  56,  82,  129. 

Argadeis,  iii.  50. 

Argceus  and  Philip,  xi.  212. 

Arganthomus  and  the  Phokseans,  iv. 
i  99. 

Argeian Demos, proceedings  of,  vii.  99. 

Argeian  genealogies,  i.  81. 

Argeians ,  attempts  of,  to  recover  Thy- 
rea,  ii.  447  ;  defeat  and  destruction 
of,  by  Kleomenes,iv.  321  ;  trick  of, 
with  their  callendar,  vii.  65;  at  Epi 
daurus,  vii.  69,  70,  88;  at  the  bat¬ 
tle  within  the  Long  Walls  of  Co¬ 
rinth,  ix.  333  ;  manoeuvres  of, 
respecting  the  holy  truce,  ix.  344 ; 
and  the  peace  of  Antalkidas,  ix. 
387  ;  and  Mardonius,  v.  157. 

Arg£s,  i.  5. 

Argilus,  acquisition  of,  by  Brasidas, 
vl.  406  seq. 

Arginusce,  battle  of,  viii.  173  seq. ;  re¬ 
call,  impeachment,  defence,  and 
condemnation  of  the  generals  at 
the  battle  of,  viii.  181,  210;  in¬ 
action  of  the  Athenian  fleet  after 
the  battle  of,  viii.  215. 

Argo,  the,  i.  231. 

Argonautic  expedition,  i.  231  seq.  ; 
monuments  of,  i.  241  seq  ;  how  and 
when  attached  to  Kolchis,  i.  251 
attempts  to  reconcile  the,  with  ge¬ 
ographical  knowledge,  i.  254  seq. 
continued  faith  in,  i.  255  ;  Dr.  War 
ton  and  M.  Ginguene  on  the,  i 
481  n. 

Argos,  rise  of,  coincident  with  the  do 
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i^ine  of  Mvk@n»,  i.  165;  occupa¬ 
tion  of,  by  the  Dorians,  ii.  6  ;  and 
neighboring  Dorians  greater  than 
Sparta,  in  776  b.  c.,  ii.  307  ;  Dorian 
settlements  in,  ii.  308,  309,  311  ; 
early  ascendency  of,  ii.  312,  320  ; 
subsequent  decline  of,  ii.  321  ;  ac¬ 
quisitions  of  Sparta  from,  ii.  448 
seq. ;  military  classification  at,  ii. 
460 ;  struggles  of,  to  recover  the 
headship  of  Greece,  ii.  463  seq.  ; 
and  Kleonae,  ii.  464  ;  victorious  war 
of  Sparta  against,  b.c.  496-5,  iv.  221 
seq. ;  prostration  of,  b.  c.  496-5,  iv. 
324  ;  assistance  of,  to  Angina,  v.  49  ; 
neutrality  of  on  the  invasion  of 
Xerxes,  v.  64  seq. ;  position  of,  on 
its  alliance  with  Athens  about  b.c. 
461,  v.  319  seq. ;  uncertain  relations 
between  Sparta  and,  b.  c.  421,  vii. 
3 ;  position  of,  on  the  peace  of  Ni- 
kias,  vii.  11  seq.  ;  the  Thousand- 
regiment  at,  vii.  11;  induced  by 
the  Corinthians  to  head  a  new 
Peloponnesian  alliance,  b.  c.  421, 
vii.  13;  joined  by  Matinea,  vii.  14; 
joined  by  the  Corinthians,  vii.  17, 
19  ;  joined  by  Elis,  vii.  19  ;  refusal 
of  Tegea  to  join,  vii.  20 ;  and 
Sparta,  projected  alliance  between, 
vii.  24  ;  and  Boeotia,  projected  al¬ 
liance  between,  vii.  24  seq. ;  con¬ 
clusion  of  a  fifty  years’  peace  be¬ 
tween  S  arta  and,  vii.  28  seq.  ; 
and  Athens,  alliance  between,  vii. 
44,  51  seq.  ;  embassy  from,  for  alli¬ 
ance  with  Corinth,  vii.  61  ;  attack 
of,  upon  Epidaurus,  vii.  65,  69  ;  in¬ 
vasion  of,  by  the  Lacedaemonians 
and  their  allies,  b.  c  .418,  vii.  71 
seq. ;  Alkibiades  at,  b.c.  418,  vii. 
75;  political  change  at,  through 
the  battle  of  Man  tinea,  b.  c.  418, 
vii.  89  seq. ;  treaty  of  peace  be¬ 
tween  Sparta  and,  b.  c.  418,  vii.  92 
seq  ;  alliance  between  Sparta  and, 
B.  c.  418,  vii.  94;  renounces  alli¬ 
ance  with  Athens,  Elis  and  Man- 
tinea,  vii.  94;  oligarchical  revolu¬ 
tion  at,  vii.  96,  97  ;  restoration  of 
democracy  at,  vii.  100;  renewed 
alliance  of,  with  Athens,  vii.  101  : 
Alkibiades  at,  b.  c.  416,  vii.  101  ; 
Lacedaemonian  intervention  in  be¬ 
half  of  the  oligarchy  at,  vii  101, 
102  ;  envoys  from,  to  the  Athenian 


Demos  at  Samos,  viii.  53 ;  alliance 
of,  with  Thebes,  Athens,  and  Co¬ 
rinth,  against  Sparta,  ix.  284  ;  con¬ 
solidation  of  Corinth  with,  ix.  332  ; 
expedition  of  Agesipolis  against, 
ix.  355  seq.  ;  violent  intestine  feud 
at,  x.  199  seq. 

Argos ,  Amphilochian,  capture  of.  by 
Phormio,  vi.  121  ;  attack  of  Am- 
brakiots  on,  vi.  180  ;  Eurylochus’a 
projected  attack  upon,  vi.  302. 
Argus ,  destruction  of  Argeians  in  the 
grove  of,  iv.  321. 

Aria ,  Alexander  in,  xii.  189. 

Ariadne ,  i.  220  seq. 

Ariceus ,  flight  of,  after  the  battle  of 
Kunaxa.  ix.  47 ;  and  Klearchus, 

ix.  52,  54 ;  and  the  Greeks  after 
the  battle  of  Kunaxa,  ix.  54,  56, 
62,  78. 

Aridceus,  Philip,  xii.  319,  320,  334. 
Ariobarzanes ,  intervention  of,inGrecee, 

x.  261  ;  revolt  of,  x.  294  seq. ;  at  the 
Susian  Gates,  xii.  171  ;  death  of, 
xii.  172. 

Arion,  iv.  78  seq. 

Aristagoras  and  Megabates,  iv.  28*  , 
revolt  of,  iv.  285  seq.,  292  ;  appli¬ 
cation  of,  to  Sparta,  iv.  286  seq. ; 
application  of,  to  Athens,  iv.  289 , 
march  of,  to  Sardis,  iv.  290  ;  de¬ 
sertion  of  the  Ionic  revolt  by,  iv. 
296  seq. 

Aristarchus,  the  Athenian,  viii.  82. 
Aristarchus,  the  Lacedaemonian,  ix. 

1 64  seq. 

Aristeides,  constitutional  change  in¬ 
troduced  by,  iv.  145;  character  of, 

iv.  338  seq. ;  elected  general,  iv. 
341  ;  banishment  of,  by  ostracism, 

v.  50;  and  Themistokles,  rivalry 
between,  v.  50,  273  ;  restoration  of, 
from  banishment,  v.  110  ;  joins  the 
Greek  fleet  at  Salamis,  v.  130  ; 
slaughters  the  Persians  at  Psytta- 
leia,  v.  136  ;  equitable  assessment 
of,  upon  the  allied  Greeks,  v.  264 
seq.-,  popularity  of,  after  the  Per¬ 
sian  war,  v.  278  ;  death  and  pov¬ 
erty  of,  v.  289. 

Aristeus,  vi.  70,  73  seq.  182. 

Aristo  and  Agetus,  iv.  326. 

Aristocrats ,  Grecian,  bad  morality  of. 

vi.  287. 

Aristodemus ,  ii.  2  seq. 

Aristodemus,  king  of  Messenia.  ii,  47^ 
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Aristodemns  Mala/cus ,  iii.  359. 

Aristodenius the  coward,”  v.  94,  188. 

Aristodemus,  the  actor,  xi.  373. 

Aristodikus,  iv.  201. 

Aristogeitdn  and  Harmodius,  iv.  Ill 
seq. 

Anstokles  and  IIipponoidas,vii.85,89. 

Aristokrates,  king  of  Orchomenus,  ii. 
428,  437. 

Aristokrates ,  the  Athenian,  vii.  368. 

Aristomache ,  x.  480. 

Aristomenes ,  ii.  421,  428  seq. 

Aristonikus  of  Methymna,  xii.  142, 
149. 

Aristophanes ,  viii.  327  ;  his  reason  for 
showing  up  Sokrates,  viii.  408;  his 
attack  upon  the  alleged  impiety  of 
Sokrates,  i.  400  n.  ;  and  Kleon,  vi. 
482  seq.,  488. 

Aristoteles  the  Spartan,  xi.  2. 

Aristotle  on  Spartan  women,  ii.  387  ; 
on  the  Spartan  laws  of  property,  ii. 
408  ;  meaning  of  the  word  Sophist 
in,  viii.  354 ;  formal  logic  of,  viii. 
429  ;  novelties  ascribed  to  Sokra¬ 
tes  by,  viii.  424  ;  and  Hermeias,  xi. 
441,441  n. ;  instruction  of  Alexan¬ 
der  by,  xii.  3;  and  Alexander,  po¬ 
litical  views  of,  compared,  xii.  265 
seq. 

Aristoxenus,  of  Tarentum,  xi.  154. 

Aristus  and  Nikoteles,  x.  466. 

Arkas  and  Kallisto,  i.  175. 

Arkesilaus  the  Second,  iv.  40;  the 
Third,  iv.  45  seq. 

Arktinus ,  iEthiopis  of,  ii.  156. 

Armenia ,  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks 
in,  ix.  95  seq. 

Armenus ,  i.  242. 

Arnold ,  his  edition  of  Thucydides, 
viii.  106  n. 

Arrhibceus ,  vi.  400,  440.  443  seq. 

Arrian  on  the  Amazons,  i.  216  seq. ; ; 
conjecture  of,  respecting  Geryon,  i. 
249  ;  on  Darius’s  plan  against 
Alexander,  xii.  110. 

Arsakes  at  Antandrus,  viii.  114. 

Arsames,  xii.  112. 

Arsinoi ,  xii.  469  seq. 

Arsites,  xii.  78,  80. 

Art ,  Grecian,  iv.  98  seq. 

Artabanus ,  v.  8  seq. 

Artabazus ,  Xerxes’s  general,  siege  of 
Potidasa  and  Olynthus  bv,  v.  142; 
jealousy  of,  against  Mardonius,  v. 
160 ;  conduct  of,  at  and  after  the 


battle  of  Plataea,  v.  189, 182;  jmW 
Pausanias,  v.  254,  268. 

A  tabazus,  satrap  of  Daskylivm ,  XL 
230,  257,  300. 

Artabazus,  Darius’s  general ,  xH.  183, 
184.  188. 

Artaphernes ,  satrap  of  Sardis,  Hippi- 
as’s  application  to,  iv.  277  ;  and 
Histiteus,  iv.  298, 309;  proceedings 
of,  after  the  conquest  of  Ionia,  iv. 

311  ;  and  Datis,  Persian  armament 
under,  iv.  329 ;  return  of,  to  Asia, 
after  the  battle  of  Marathon,  iv 
362. 

Artaphernes,  the  Persian  envoy,  vi.  3<5C 
seq. 

Artaxerxes  Lonqimanus,  v.  285  seq.,  vi. 
361  seq. 

Artaxerxes  Mnemon ,  accession  of,  ix. 
7  ;  and  Cyrus  the  Younger,  viii. 

312  ;  ix.  7,  42  seq. ;  at  Kunaxa,  is. 
42  seq.,  48,  52  ;  death  of,  x.  366. 

Artayktes,  v.  198  seq. 

Artemis,  i.  10 ;  worship  of,  in  Asia,  iii 
170. 

Artemis  Limnatis,  temple  of,  ii.  424. 

Artemisia,  v.  119,  133,  139. 

Artemisium,  resolution  of  Greeks  to 
oppose  Xerxes  at,  v.  71 ;  Greek 
fleet  at,  v.  79,  80,  97  seq. ;  sea-fight 
off,  v.  99,  101  ;  retreat  of  the  Greek 
fleet  from,  to  Salamis,  v.  102. 

Arthur,  romances  of,  i.  476. 

Artisans ,  at  Athens,  iii.  136  seq. 

Arts,  rudimentary  state  of,  in  Homeric 
and  Hesiodie  Greece,  ii.  116. 

Aryandes,  Persian  satrap  of  Egypt, 
iv.  47. 

Asia ,  twelve  Ionic  cities  in,  iii.  172 
seq. ;  iEolic  cities  in,  iii.  190  seq.\ 
collective  Civilization  in,  without 
individual  freedom  or  development, 
iii.  303 ;  state  of,  before  the  Persian 
monarchy,  iv.  182;  conquests  of 
Cyrus  the  Great  in,  iv.  209;  expe¬ 
dition  of  Greek  fleet  against,  B.  C. 
478,  v.253  ;  Alkibiades  in,  viii.  144, 
153  seq.,  311  seq. ;  expedition  of 
Timotheus  to,  x.  252,  294  seq.± 
Agesilaus  in,  x.  294,  296  ;  measures 
of  Alexander  before  going  to,  xii. 
67 ;  passage  of  Alexander  to,  xii. 
69 ;  review  of  Alexander’s  army 
in,  xii.  72  ;  cities  founded  by  Alex¬ 
ander  in,  xii.  267  ;  Hellenized  by 
the  Diadochi,  not  by  Alexander 
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xii.  269 ;  how  far  really  Hellenized, 
xii.  270. 

Asm  Minor ,  Greeks  in,  ii.  235  ;  non- 
Hellenic  people  of,  iii.  203,  205  seq. ; 
features  of  the  country  of,  iii.  205  ; 
Phrygian  music  and  worship  among 
Greeks  in,  iii.  212;  predominance 
of  female  influence  in  the  legends 
of,  iii.  222 ;  Cimmerian  invasion 
of,  iii.  245  seq.  ;  conquest  of,  by 
the  Persians,  iv.  201  ;  arrival  of 
Cvrus  the  Younger  in  viii.  135, 
137. 

Asia,  Upper .  Scvthian  invasion  of,  iii. 
253. 

Asiatic  customs  and  religion  blended 
with  Hellenic  in  the  Troad,  i.  338. 

Asiatic  Dorians ,  iii.  201,  202. 

Asiatic  frenzy  grafted  on  the  joviality 
of  the  Grecian  Dionysia,  i.  35. 

Asiatic  Greece ,  deposition  of  despots 
of,  by  Aristagoras,  iv.  245. 

Asiatic  Greeks ,  conquest  of,  by  Croe¬ 
sus,  iii.  259  seq. ;  state  of,  after 
Cyrus’s  conquest  of  Lydia,  iv.  198  , 
application  of,  to  Sparta,  b.  c.  546, 
iv.  199;  alliance  with,  against  Per¬ 
sia,  abandoned  by  the  Athenians, 
iv.  291 ;  successes  of  Persians  a- 
gainst,  iv.  294  ;  reconquest  of,  after 
the  fall  of  Miletus,  iv.  306 ;  first 
step  to  the  ascendency  of  Athens 
over,  v.  198  ;  not  tributary  to  Per¬ 
sia  between  b.  c.  477  and  412,  v. 
339  n. ;  surrender  of,  to  Persia,  by 
Sparta,  ix.  205  ;  and  Tissaphernes, 
x.  206 ;  ix.  207 ;  application  of 
to  Sparta  for  aid  against  Tissa¬ 
phernes.  ix.  207  ;  after  the  peace 
of  Antalkidas,  x.  26  seq. ;  Spar¬ 
tan  project  for  the  rescue  of,  x. 
44. 

Asidates ,  ix.  172. 

Askalaphus  and  Ialmenus,  i.  130. 

Asklepiades  of  Myrlea,  legendary  dis¬ 
coveries  of,  i.  247  n.  4. 

Ask/epiads,  i.  181. 

Asklepius,  i.  178  seq. 

Asopius,  son  of  Phormio,  vi.  231. 

Asopus,  Greeks  and  Persians  at,  be¬ 
fore  the  battle  of  Plataea,  v.  158  seq. 

Aspasia ,  vi.  98  seq. 

Aspendus,  Phenician  fleet  at,  b.  c.  411, 
viii.  99,  100,  114;  Alkibiades  at, 
viii.  99;  Alkibiades,  return  from,  to 
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Samos,  viii.  116;  Alexander  at.  xii 
100. 

Aspis,  xii.  421. 

Assembly,  Spartan  popular,  ii.  345, 
356  ;  Athenian  judicial,  iv.  137, 
140 seq. ;  Athenian  political,  iv.  139. 

Assyria,  relations  of,  with  Egypt,  iii. 
324. 

Assyrian  kings,  their  command  of 
human  labor,  iii.  302. 

Assyrians  and  Medes,  iii.  224  seq.,  290 
seq.]  contrasted  with  Phenicians, 
Greeks,  and  Egyptians,  iii.  303; 
and  Phenicians,  effect  of,  on  the 
Greek  mind,  iii.  343  seq. 

Astakus,  vi.  135,  141. 

Aster ia,  i.  6. 

Asterius ,  i.  220. 

Astrceus,  i.  6  ;  and  Eds,  children  ot, 
i.  6. 

Astronomy,  physical,  thought  impious 
by  ancient  Greeks,  i.  346  n. ;  and 
physics,  knowledge  of,  among  the 
early  Greeks,  ii.  114. 

Astyayes ,  story  of,  iv.  182  seq. 

Astyanax,  death  of,  i.  305. 

Astyochus,  expedition  of,  to  Ionia,  vn. 
383  ;  at  Lesbos,  vii.  384  ;  at  Chios 
and  the  opposite  coast,  vii.  391  ; 
accidental  escape  of,  vii.  392 ;  and 
Pedaritus,  vii.  393,  394 ;  and  Tissa¬ 
phernes,  treaty  between,  vii.  395 
seq. ;  mission  of  Lichas  and  others 
respecting,  vii.  397 ;  victory  of, 
over  Charminus,  and  junction  with 
Antisthends,  vii.  397 ;  at  Rhodes, 
viii.  94  ;  at  Miletus,  viii.  97  ;  re¬ 
call  of,  viii.  98. 

Atalanta ,  i.  56,  145  seq. 

Atarneus  captured  and  garrisoned  by 
Derkyllidas,  ix  219;  Hermeias  or, 
xi.  441,  and  n.  3. 

Ate ,  i.  7. 

Athamas,  i.  123  seq. 

Athenagoras ,  vii  184  seq. 

Athene,  birth  of,  i.  10;  various  repre¬ 
sentations  of.  i.  54 ;  her  dispute 
with  Poseidon,  i.  56,  191  ;  Chalkice- 
kus,  temple  of,  and  Pausanias, 
272  ;  Polias,  reported  prodigy  in 
the  temple  of,  on  Xerxes’s  ap¬ 
proach,  v.  109. 

Athenian  victims  for  the  Minotaur,  i. 
221  ;  ceremonies  commemorative 
of  the  destruction  of  the  Minotaur, 
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1. 223;  democracy,  Kleisthen6s,  the 
real  author  of,  iv.  139;  people,  ju¬ 
dicial  attributes  of,  iv.  140;  nobles, 
early  violen.ce  of,  iv.  1 52  ;  energy, 
development  of,  after  Kleisthen&s’s 
revolution,  iv.  176;  seamen,  con* 
trasted  with  the  Ionians  at  Lade, 
iv.  300  ;  dikasts,  temper  of,  in  esti 
mating  past  services,  iv.  372  ;  de¬ 
mocracy,  origin  of  the  apparent 
fickleness  of,  iv.  375  seq. ;  envoy, 
speech  of,  to  Gelo,  v.  219,  parties 
and  politics,  effect  of  the  Persian 
war  upon,  v.  274  seq. ;  empire,  v. 
290  seq.,  304  n.  2,  346,  vi.  398  seq., 
44  n.,  48,  viii  281 — 290;  power, 
increase  of,  after  the  formation  of 
the  Delian  confederacy,  v.  313  ; 
auxiliaries  to  Sparta  against  the 
Helots,  v.  317  seq ■  ;  democracy, 
consummation  of,  v.  380 :  arma¬ 
ment  against  Samos,  under  Peri- 
kies,  SophoklSs,  etc.,  vi.  26  seq.  ; 

(>rivate  citizens,  redress  of  the  al- 
ies  against,  vi.  38 ;  assembly, 
speeches  of  the  Korkyraean  and 
Corinthian  envoys  to,  vi.  58  seq.  ; 
naval  attack,  vi.  63  ;  envoy,  reply 
of,  to  the  Corinthian  envoy,  at  the 
Spartan  assembly,  vi.  85  seq. ;  ex¬ 
pedition  to  ravage  Peloponnesus, 
B.  c.  431  vi.  134  ;  armament  to 
Potidsea  and  Chalkidic  Thrace,  B. 
C.  429,  vi.  191  ;  assembly,  debates 
in,  respecting  Mitylene,  vi.  244, 
248  seq  ;  assembly,  about  the  La¬ 
cedaemonian  prisoners  in  Sphakte- 
ria,  vi.  328  seq. ;  assembly,  on  De¬ 
mosthenes’  application  for  rein¬ 
forcements  to  attack  Sphakteria,  vi. 
334  seq. ;  hoplites,  at  the  battle  of 
Amphipolis,  vi.  477  ;  fleet,  opera¬ 
tions  of,  near  Messene  and  Rhegi- 
am,  b.  c.  425,  vii.  133;  assembly, 
and  the  expedition  to  Sicily, vii.  145, 
147  seq.,  279;  treasury,  abundance 
in,  b.  c.  415,  vii.  164;  fleet  in  the 
harbor  of  Syracuse,  vii.  302,  303 
seq.,  315  seq.  325  seq.  ;  prisoners  at 
Syracuse,  vii.  344  seq. ;  fleet  at  Sa¬ 
mos,  b.  c.  412,  vii.  394 ;  democracy, 
securities  in,  against  corruption,  vii. 
402;  assembly,  vote  of,  in  favor  of 
oligarchical  change,  viii.  14  ;  as¬ 
sembly,  at  Kolonus,  viii.  35,-  de¬ 
mocracy,  reconstitution  of  at  Sa- 
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mos,  viii.  46  ;  squadron,  escape  otf 
from  Sestos  to  Elaeus,  viii.  105 
fleet  at  Kynossema,  viii.  109  seq. 
fleet  at  Abydos,  viii.  117  seq  ;  fleet, 
concentration  of,  at  Kardia,  viii. 
120  ;  fleet,  at  the  Bosphorus,  b.  c. 
410,  viii.  127  ;  fleet  at  Arginus®. 
viii.  170  seq.  ;  assembly,  debate 
in,  on  the  generals  at  Arginusse, 
viii.  178 — 186,  190 — 194  ;  fleet,  in¬ 
action  of,  after  the  battle  of  Ar- 
ginusae.  viii.  21 1  ;  fleet,  removal  of, 
from  Samos  to  A£gospotami,  viii. 
215;  fleet,  capture  of,  at  JEgos- 
potami,  viii.  216  seq. ;  kleruchs  and 
allies  after  the  battle  of  ASgospata 
mi,  viii.  223  ;  tragedy,  growth  of, 
viii.  317,  319 ;  mind,  influence  of 
comedy  on,  viii.  331  seq. ;  charac¬ 
ter  not  corrupted  between  b.  c.  480 
and  405,  viii.  374  seq. ;  confederacy, 
new,  b.  c.  378,  x.  192  seq. ;  and 
Theban  cavalry,  battle  of,  near 
Man  tinea,  b.  C.  362,  x.  333  seq. ; 
marine,  reform  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of,  by  Demosthenes,  xi.  462 
seq. 

Athenians  and  the  HSrakleids,  i.  94; 
and  Sigeium,  i.  339 ;  and  Samians, 
contrast  between,  iv.  247  ;  active 
patriotism  of,  between  b.  c.  500 — 
400,  iv.  178;  diminished  active  sen¬ 
timent  of,  after  the  Thirty  Tyrants, 

iv.  180;  alliance  with  Asiatic 
Greeks  abandoned  by,  iv.  291  ; 
Darius's  revenge  against,  iv.  297 ; 
terror  and  sympathy  of,  on  the 
capture  of  Miletus,  iv.  309  ;  appeal 
of,  to  Sparta,  against  the  Medism 
of  Angina,  iv.  318  ;  condition  and 
character  of,  b.  c.  490,  iv.  334  ; 
application  of,  to  Sparta,  before  the 
battle  of  Marathon,  iv.  341  ;  vic¬ 
tory  of,  at  Marathon,  iv  348  seq., 
358  ;  alleged  fickleness  and  in¬ 
gratitude  of,  towards  Miltiadds,  iv. 
370  seq  ;  answers  of  the  Delphian 
oracle  to,  on  the  eve  of  Xerxes’s 
invasion,  v.  59  ;  Pan-Hellenic  pa¬ 
triotism  of,  on  Xerxes’s  invasion, 

v.  63  seq  ;  hopeless  situation  of, 
after  the  battle  of  Thermopyl®,  v. 
106 ;  conduct  of,  on  the  approach 
of  Xerxes,  v.  107,  seq. ;  victory  of, 
at  Salamis,  v  115,  132  seq.  ;  honof 
awarded  to,  after  the  battle  of  Sal 
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amis,  v.  146  ;  under  Pausanias  in 
Boeotia,  v.  164  ;  and  Alexander  of 
Macedon.before  the  battle  of  Plataea, 

v.  170;  and  Spartans  at  Plataea,  v. 
171, 174;  victory  of,  at  Plataea,  v. 
179  seq. ;  and  continental  Ionians, 
after  the  battle  of  Mv kale,  v.  199  ; 
attack  the  Chersonese,  b.  c.  479,  v. 
200 ;  the  leaders  of  Grecian  pro¬ 
gress  after  the  battle  of  Salamis, 

v.  242  ;  rebuild  their  city  after  the 
battle  of  Plataea,  v.  243  ;  effect  of 
the  opposition  to  the  fortification 
of  Athens  upon,  v.  246  ;  induced 
by  Themistokles  to  build  twenty 
new  triremes  annually,  v.  252  ; 
activity  of,  in  the  first  ten  years 
of  their  hegemony,  v.  294  seq.,  303  ; 
renounce  the  alliance  of  Sparta, 
and  join  Argos  and  Thessaly,  ,v. 
319  seq. ;  proceedings  of,  in  Cyprus, 
Phoenicia,  Egypt,  and  Megara,  B. 
C.  460,  v.  321  ;  defeat  the  iEgine- 
tans,  B.  c.  459,  v.  323 ;  defeat  of 
at  Tanagra,  v.  328 ;  victory  of,  at 
(Enophyta,  v.  331  ;  sail  round  Pel¬ 
oponnesus  under  Tolmides,  v.  331 ; 
march  against  Thessaly,  v.  334  ; 
defeat  and  losses  of,  in  Egypt,  b.  c. 
460 — 455,  v.  333  ;  victories  of.  at 
Cyprus,  under  Anaxikrat6s,  v.  337, 
defeat  of,  at  Koroneia,  v.  348  ;  per¬ 
sonal  activity  of,  after  the  reforms 
of  Perikles  and  Ephialtes,  vi.  1  ; 
settlements  of,  in  the  iEgean, 
during  the  Thirty  years’  truce,  vi. 
11  ;  pride  of,  in  the  empire  of  Ath¬ 
ens,  vi.  9 ;  decision  of,  respecting 
Corinth  and  Korkyra,  vi.  62 :  vic¬ 
tory  of.  near  Potidaea,  vi.  73  ,  block¬ 
ade  of  Potidaea  by,  vi.  74  ,  coun¬ 
ter-demand  of,  upon  Sparta,  for 
expiation  of  sacrilege,  vi.  105 ; 
final  answer  of,  to  the  Spartans 
before  the  Peloponnesian  war,  vi. 
110,  expel  the  ^Eginetans  from 
ASgina,  b.  C.  431,  vi.  136  ;  ravage 
of  the  Megarid  by,  in  the  Pelopon¬ 
nesian  war,  vi.  137  ;  irritation  of, 
at  their  losses  from  the  plague  and 
the  Peloponnesians,  vi.  164;  ener¬ 
getic  demonstration  of,  b.  c.  428, 

vi.  226  ;  their  feeling  and  conduct 
towards  the  revolted  Mitylenaeans, 

vi.  249  seq.,  255  seq. ,  and  Lacedae¬ 
monians  at  Pylus,  armistice  be¬ 


tween,  vi.  324  ,  demands  of,  in 
return  for  the  release  of  the  Lace¬ 
daemonians  in  Sphakteria,  vi.  329; 
and  Boeotians, debate  between,  after 
the  battle  of  Delium,  b.  C-  424,  vi. 
393  seq.-,  discontent  of,  with  Sparta, 
on  the  non-fulfilment  of  the  peace 
of  Nikias,  vii.  10;  re-capture  of 
Skione  by,  vii.  22  ,  and  Amphipo- 
lis,  vii.  104.  xi.  215,  233  seqr,  siege 
and  capture  of  Melos  by,  vii.  109 
seq. ;  treatment  of  Alkibiades  by, 
for  his  alleged  profanation  of  the 
mysteries,  vii.  21 1  seq. ;  victory  of, 
near  the  Olympieion  at  Syracuse, 

vii.  221  seq. ;  forbearance  of,  to¬ 
wards  Nikias,  vii.  227  seq. ;  not 
responsible  for  the  failure  of  the 
Sicilian  expedition,  b.  c.  415,  vii. 
227  n. ;  defeat  of,  at  Epipolae,  b.  c. 
414,  vii.  277  ;  conduct  of,  on  re¬ 
ceiving  Nikias’s  despatch,  b.  c.  414, 

vii.  279,  280  seq. ;  victory  of,  in  the 
harbor  of  Syracuse,  b.  c.  413,  vii. 
316  ;  and  Syracusans,  conflicts  be¬ 
tween,  in  the  Great  Harbor,  vii. 
291,  294  seq.,  317  seq.,  323  seq. ; 
postponement  of  their  retreat  from 
Syracuse  by  an  eclipse  of  the  moon, 
vii.  315  ;  blockade  of,  in  the  harbor 
of  Syracuse,  vii.  319  seq.,  329  seq. ; 
and  Corinthians  near  Naupaktus, 
vii.  358  seq.  ;  resolutions  of,  after 
the  disaster  at  Syracuse,  vii.  362 
seq.  ;  suspicions  of,  about  Chios, 
vii.  368 ;  defeat  Alkamenes  and 
the  Peloponnesian  fleet,  vii.  369 , 
effect  of  the  Chian  revolt  on,  vii. 
372;  harassing  operations  of,  a- 
gainst  Chios,  b.  c.  412,  vii.  345  seq., 
391,  393  ;  victory  of,  near  Miletus, 
B.  C.  412,  vii.  385,  387  ;  retirement 
of,  from  Miletus,  b.  c.  412,  vii.  388, 
naval  defeat  of,  near  Eretria,  b.  c. 
411,  viii.  72  seq. ,  moderation  of, 
on  the  deposition  of  the  Thirty  and 
the  Four  Hundred,  viii.  88  seq.,  300 
seq.  ,  victory  of,  at  Kyzikus,  viii. 
121  ,  convention  of,  with  Pharna- 
bazus,  about  Chalkedon,  viii.  132  ; 
capture  of  Byzantium  by,  viii.  134; 
different  behavior  of,  towards  Alki¬ 
biades  and  Nikias,  viii.  158,  vic¬ 
tory  of,  at  Arginu.sae,  viii.  173  seq. ; 
remorse  of,  after  the  death  of  the 
generals  at  Arginusae.  viii.  205 . 
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tlrst  proposals  of,  to  Sparta  after 

the  battle  of  iEgospotami,  viii.  227  ; 
repayment  of  the  Lacedaemonians 
by,  after  the  restoration  of  the 
democracy,  b.  c.  403,  viii.  305  ; 
their  treatment  of  Dorieus,  ix.  272 
seq. ;  restoration  of  the  Long  Walls 
at  Corinth  by,  ix.  338  ;  and  Eva- 
goras  of  Cyprus,  ix.  365, 375  ;  suc¬ 
cesses  of  Antalkidas  against,  ix. 
844  ;  their  alleged  envy  of  dis¬ 
tinguished  generals,  x.  108  n.  2; 
and  Alexander  of  Pherae,  x.  283  ; 
project  of,  to  seize  Corinth,  b.  c. 
366,  x.  289 ;  and  Charidemus  in 
the  Chersonese,  b.  c.  360-358,  x. 
377  seq. ;  the  alliance  of  Olynthus 
rejected  by,  b.  c.  358,  xi.  236  ;  their 
remissness  in  assisting  Methone, 
xi.  260;  change  in  the  character 
of,  between  b.  c.  431  and  360,  xi. 
279 ;  prompt  resistance  of,  to  Philip 
at  Thermopylae,  xi.  296;  expedi¬ 
tion  of,  to  Olynthus,  b.  c.  349,  xi. 
346 ;  capture  of,  at  Olynthus,  xi. 
365,  372;  letters  of  Philip  to,  xi. 
411,416,417;  and  the  Phokians  at 
Thermopylae,  b.  c.  374 — 346,  xi. 
418  seq. ;  letter  of  Philip  to,  de¬ 
claring  war,  b.  C.  340,  xi.  456 
seq. ;  refusal  of,  to  take  part  in  the 
Amphiktyonic  proceedings  against 
Amphissa,  xi.  478;  Philip  asks  the 
Thebans  to  assist  in  attacking,  xi. 
483  seq. ;  and  Thebans,  war  of,  a- 
gainst  Philip  in  Phokis,  xi.  493, 
495  seq. ;  and  Philip,  peace  of  De- 
mades  between,  xi.  507  seq. ;  their 
recognition  of  Philip  as  head  of 
Greece,  xi.  507,  511  seq.  ;  captured 
at  the  Granikus,  xii.  105 ;  cham¬ 
pions  of  the  liberation  of  Greece, 
b.  c.  323,  xii.  312  ;  helpless  condi¬ 
tion  of,  B.  C.  302-301,  xii.  385. 

Athens ,  historical,  impersonal  author¬ 
ity  of  law  in,  ii.  81  ;  treatment  of 
homicid3  in,  ii.  92  seq. ;  military 
classification  at,  ii.  460;  meagre 
history  of,  before  Drako,  iii.  48 : 
tribunals  for  homicide  at,  iii.  77  ; 
local  superstitions  at,  about  trial 
of  homicide,  iii.  79 ;  pestilence  and 
suffering  at,  after  the  Kylonian 
massacre,  iii.  82  ;  and  Megara,  war 
between,  about  Salamis,  iii.  90  seq. 
acquisition  of  Salamis  by,  iii.  91  seq., 


state  of,  immediately  before  th« 
legislation  of  Solon,  iii.  93  seq.+ 
rights  of  property  sacred  at,  iii.  105, 
112  seq. ;  rate  of  mterest  free  at, 

iii.  108;  political  rights  of  Solon's 
four  classes  at,  iii.  120  seq. ;  demo¬ 
cracy  at,  begins  with  Kleisthenes, 

iii.  127 ;  distinction  between  the 
democracy  at,  and  Solon’s  consti 
tution,  iii.  131 ;  Solon’s  departure 
from,  iii.  147  ;  Solon’s  return  to,  ii!. 
153;  connection  of,  with  Thracian 
Chersonesus,  under  Peisistratus,  iv. 
117  seq. ;  after  the  expulsion  of 
Hippias,  iv.  126;  introduction  of 
universal  admissibility  to  office  at, 

iv.  145;  necessity  for  creating  a 
constitutional  morality  at,  in  the 
time  of  Kleisthenes,  iv.  153;  ap¬ 
plication  of,  for  alliance  with  Per¬ 
sia,  iv.  165;  and  Plataea,  first 
connection  between,  iv.  166;  suc¬ 
cesses  of,  against  Boeotians  and 
Chalkidians,  iv.  170  ;  war  of  y£’gi- 
na  against,  iv.  173,  316;  application 
of  Aristagoras  to,  iv.  289;  treatment 
of  Darius’s  herald  at,  iv.  316  , 
traitors  at,  b.  c.  490,  iv.  356,  358  ; 
penal  procedure  at,  iv.  368  n. ;  and 
iEgina  war  between,  from  b.  c.  488 
to  481,  v.  47,  49  seq.,  50,  58,  323  ; 
first  growth  of  the  naval  force  of, 

v.  51  ;  fleet  of,  the  salvation  of 
Greece,  v.  53 ;  and  Sparta,  no 
heralds  sent  from  Xerxes  to,  v.  57  , 
Pan-Hellenic  congress  convened 
by,  at  the  Isthmus  of  Corinth,  v. 
58  seq. ;  and  ^Egina,  occupation  of, 
Xerxes,  v.  109,  112  seq. ;  Mardo- 
nius  at,  v.  154  seq. ;  first  step  to  the 
separate  ascendancy  of,  over  Asiat¬ 
ic  Greeks,  v.  200;  conduct  of,  in 
the  repulse  of  the  Persians,  v  242 ; 
Long  Walls  at,v.  244  seq.,  322  seq., 
ix.  325  seq. ;  plans  of  Themistokles 
for  the  naval  aggrandizement  of,  v. 
249  seq.-,  increase  of  metics  and 
commerce  at,  after  the  enlargement 
of  Piraeus,  v.  251  ;  headship  of  the 
allied  Greeks  transferred  from 
Sparta  to,  v.  256  seq.  and  Sparta, 
first  open  separation  between,  v. 
258  seq.,  290;  proceedings  of,  on 
being  made  leader  of  the  allied 
Greeks,  v.  263  seq. ;  stimulus  to 
democracy  at,  from  the  Persian 
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wi  /,  v  275,  changes  in  the  Kleis- 
thenean  constitution  at,  after  the 
Persian  war,  v.  275  seq.  ,  long¬ 
sighted  ambition  imputed  to,  v. 
293  ;  enforcing  sanction  of  the  con¬ 
federacy  of  Delos  exercised  by,  v. 
298  ;  increasing  power  and  unpop¬ 
ularity  of  among  the  allied  Greeks, 
v  299  seq. ;  as  guardian  of  the 
^Egean  against  piracy,  between  b. 
C.  476-466,  v.  304  ;  bones  of  The¬ 
seus  conveyed  to,  v.  304, 305;  quar¬ 
rel  of,  with  Thasos,  b.  c.  465,  v. 
309,  311 ;  first  attempt  of,  to  found 
a  city  at  Ennea  Hodoi  on  the  Stry- 
mon,  v.  310 ;  alliance  of,  with  Me- 
gara,  b.  c  461,  v.  321;  growing 
hatred  of  Corinth  and  neighboring 
states  to,  B.  c.  461,  v.  321  ;  war  of, 
with  Corinth,  ASgina,  etc.,  b.  C.  459, 
v.  322  seq. ;  reconciliation  between 
leaders  and  parties  at,  after  the 
battle  of  Tanagra,  v  329  ;  acqui¬ 
sition  of  Bceotia,  Phokis,  and  Lo 
kris  by,  v.  331  ;  and  the  Pelopon¬ 
nesians,  five  years’  truce  between, 
v.  334  ,  and  Persia,  treaty  between, 
B.  c.  450,  v.  335  seq  ;  fund  of  the 
confederacy  transferred  from  Delos 
to,  v.  343,  position  and  prospects1 
of,  about  b.  c.  448,  v.  344  seq. ; 
commencement  of  the  decline  of,  v. 

346  seq  ;  and  Delphi,  b.  C.  452- 
447,  v.  346  ,  loss  of  Boeotia  by,  v. 

347  seq.  ,  despondency  at,  after  the 
defeat  at  Koroneia,  v.  350,  and 
Sparta,  thirty  years’  truce  between, 
v.  350,  and  Megara,  feud  between, 
v.  351  ;  magistrates  and  Areopa¬ 
gus  in  early,  v.  352  ;  increase  of 
democratical  sentiment  at,  between 
the  time  of  Aristeides  and  of  Pe¬ 
rikles,  v.  355;  choice  of  magis¬ 
trates  by  lot  at,  v.  355  ,  oligarchi¬ 
cal  party  at,  v  361  ;  maritime  em 
pire  of,  vi.  2  seq.,  viii.  281-293,  ix 
199  seq. ,  maritime  revenue  of,  vi. 
5  seq.,  6,  n.  1,  36,  commercial  re¬ 
lations  of,  in  the  Thirty  years’ 
truce,  vi.  11;  political  condition 
of,  between  b.  c.  445-431,  vi  15 
seq.  ,  improvements  in  the  city  of, 
under  Perikles,  vi.  20  seq.,  23  seq. ; 
Perikles’s  attempt  to  convene  a 
Grecian  congress  at,  vi.  25,  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  Samians  to  Sparta 


for  aid  against,  vi.  29  v  funerat 
ceremony  of  slain  warriors  at,  vi. 
31  ;  and  her  subject-allies,  vi.  33 
seq.,  48  ,  and  Sparta,  confederacies 
of,  vi.  49  ;  reinforcement  from  to 
Korkyra  against  Corinth,  vi.  57 
seq.,  67  ;  and  Corinth,  after  tha 
second  naval  battle  between  Co 
rinth  and  Korkyra,  vi.,  69  seq. , 
and  Perdikkas,  vi.  71  seq  ,  449.,  seq.t 
vii.  96  ;  non-aggressive,  between  b. 
C.  445-431,  vi.  76;  Megara  pro¬ 
hibited  from  trading  with,  vi.  76  ; 
hostility  of  the  Corinthians  to,  after 
their  defeat  near  Potidaea,  vi.  77 ; 
discussion  and  decision  of  tha 
Spartan  assembly  upon  war  with, 
B.  C.  431,  vi.  79  seq.  ,  position  and 
prospects  of  on  commencing  the 
Peloponnesian  war,  vi.  94  seq.,  118 
seq.,  121  seq.  ;  requisitions  ad* 
dressed  to,  by  Sparta,  b.  c.  431,  vi. 
97  seq.,  106  seq. ;  assembly  at,  00 
war  with  Sparta,  b.  c  431,  vi.  108 
seq.  ;  conduct  of,  on  the  Theban 
night-surprise  of  Plataea,  vi.  119 
seq. ;  and  the  Akarnanians,  alliance 
between,  vi.  121  ;  crowding  of 
population  into,  on  Archidamus’s 
invasion  of  Attica,  vi.  129  ,  and 
Sicily,  relations  of,  altered  by  the 
quarrel  between  Corinth  and 
Korkyra,  vi.  130;  clamor  at,  on 
Archidamus’s  ravage  of  Acharnae, 
vi.  131  ;  measures  for  the  perma¬ 
nent  defence  of,  b  c.  431,  vi.  138 
seq. ;  alliance  of  Stitalk&s  with,  vi. 
141,  215  seq.  ;  freedom  of  indi¬ 
vidual  thought  and  action  at,  vi. 
149  seq. ;  position  of,  at  the  time 
of  Perikles’s  funeral  oration,  vi. 
1 52  ;  the  plague  at,  vi.  154  seq.,  293; 
proceedings  of,  on  learning  the  re 
volt  of  Mitylene,  vi.  223  ;  exhaust¬ 
ed  treasury  of,  b.  c.  428,  vi.  232  ; 
new  politicians  at,  after  Perikles, 
vi.  245  seq. ;  revolutions  at,  con¬ 
trasted  with  those  at  Korkyra,  vi. 
283,  political  clubs  at,  vi.  290; 
and  the  prisoners  in  Sphakteria 
vi.  325  seq.,  353  seq.,  vii.  6  seq. , 
fluctuation  of  feeling  at,  as  to  the 
Peloponnesian  war,  vi.  355  ;  and 
her  Thracian  subject-allies,  vi.  408 
seq. ,  and  Brasidas’s  conquests  in 
Thrace,  vi,  413  ;  and  Sparta,  on* 
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year’s  truce  between,  b.  c.  423,  vi. 
432  seq. ;  and  Sparta,  relations  be¬ 
tween,  B.  c.  423-422,  vi.  449,  452 
seq. ;  necessity  for  voluntary  accu¬ 
sers  at,  vi.  486 ;  and  Sparta,  alli¬ 
ance  between,  b.  c.  421,  vii.  5  ;  ap¬ 
plication  of  Corinthians  to,  b.  c. 
421,  vii.  20;  Lacedaemonian  envoys 
at,  about  Panaktum  and  Pvlus,  b. 
C.  420,  vii.  29;  and  Argos,  alliance 
between,  b.  c.  420,  vii.  43  seq. ;  con¬ 
vention  of,  with  Argos,  Mantineia, 
and  Elis,  b.  c  420,  vii.  49  seq. ; 
policy  of,  attempted  by  Alkibiades, 
B.  C.  419,  vii.  62  seq. ;  attack  of, 
upon  Epidaurus,  b.  c.  419,  vii.  64, 
66 ;  and  Sparta,  relations  between, 
B.  c.  419,  vii.  69;  and  Argos,  re¬ 
newed  alliance  between,  b.  c.  417, 

vii.  101  ;  and  Sparta,  relations  be¬ 

tween,  b.c.  416,  vii.  103,  Sicilian 
expedition,  vii.  132,  142,  144  seq., 
163  seq.,  364  ;  mutilation  of  the 

Hermae  at,  vii.  167  seq.,  197  seq.  ; 
injurious  effects  of  Alkibiades’s 
banishment  upon,  b  c.  415,  vii. 
216  ;  Nikias’s  despatch  to,  for 
reinforcements,  b.  c.  414,  vii.  274 
seq. ;  and  Sparta,  violation  of  the 
peace  between,  b.  C-  414,  vii.  289  ; 
effects  of  the  Lacedaemonian  occu- 

ation  of  Dekeleia  on,  vii.  354  seq. ; 
ismissal  of  Thracian  mercenaries 
from,  357  seq  ;  revolt  of  Chios, 
Erythrae,  and  Klazomenae  from, 
B.c.  412,  vii.  371;  appropriation 
of  the  reserve  fund  at,  vii.  373  ; 
loss  of  Teos  by,  b.  c.  412,  vii.  374  ; 
revolt  of  Lebedos  and  Erae  from, 
B.  c.  412,  vii.  375;  loss  and  re¬ 
covery  of  Lesbos  by,  b.  c.  412,  vii. 
384  seq  ;  recovery  of  Klazomenae 
by,  b.  c.  412,  vii.  384;  rally  of, 
during  the  year  after  the  disaster 
at  Syracuse,  viii.  1  ;  conspiracy  of 
the  Four  Hundred  at,  viii.  1,  7 
seq.,  31  seq. ;  loss  of  Oropus  by, 

viii.  25 ;  arrival  of  the  Paralus  at, 
from  Samos,  viii.  30;  constitutional 
morality  of,  viii.  25  ;  restoration  of 
democracy  at,  b.  c.  41 1 ,  viii.  69  seq., 
77  seq.,  81  seq.,  89 ;  contrast  be¬ 
tween  oligarchy  at,  and  democracy 
at  Samos,  b.  c.  41 1,  viii.  91  seq.-,  re¬ 
volt  of  Byzantium  from.  b.  c.  411, 
▼iii.  97  ,  revolt  of  Abydos  and 


Lampsakus  from,  viii.  94 ;  revolt 
of  Kyzikus  from,  viii.  112;  zeal  of 
Pharnabazus  against,  viii.  113;  pro¬ 
posals  of  peace  from  Sparta  to,  b.  c. 
410,  viii.  122  seq. ;  return  of  Alki¬ 
biades  to,  B.  c.  407,  viii.  145  seq. ; 
fruitless  attempt  of  Agis  to  sur¬ 
prise,  B.  c.  407,  viii.  150  ;  com¬ 
plaints  at,  against  Alkibiades,  b.  c. 
407,  viii.  152  seq. ;  conflicting  sen¬ 
timents  at,  caused  by  the  battle  of 
Arginusae,  viii.  175;  alleged  pro¬ 
posals  of  peace  from  Sparta  to, 
after  the  battle  of  Arginusae,  viii. 
210;  condition  of  her  dependencies, 
after  the  battle  of  ./Egospotami, 
viii.  213  seq.  ;  oath  of  mutual  har¬ 
mony  at,  after  the  battle  of  AEgos- 
potami,  viii.  225  ;  surrender  of,  to 
Lysander,  viii.  226  seq. ;  return  of 
oligarchical  exiles  to,  b.  c.  404,  viii. 
234  ;  oligarchical  party  at,  b.c.  404, 

viii.  235  ;  imprisonment  of  Strom 
bichides  and  other  democrats  at,  b 
c.  404,  viii.  236 ;  the  Thirty  tyrants 
at,  viii.  237,  240  seq.,  ix.  182  seq., 
\ 85  seq.,  198;  Lacedaemonian  gar¬ 
rison  at,  under  Kallibins,  viii.  242  r 
alteration  of  feeling  in  Greece  after 
the  capture  of,  by  Lysander,  viii. 
259,  264,  275 ;  restoration  of  Thra 
sybulus  and  the  exiles  to,  riii.  279; 
restoration  of  the  democracy  at,  b. 
C.  403,  viii.  280,  294,  295,  298  seq., 
308  seq. ;  condition  of,  B.  c.  405- 
403,  viii.  293  ;  abolition  of  Helle- 
notamiae  and  restriction  of  citizen¬ 
ship  at  b.  c.  403,  viii.  310  seq.  ;  de¬ 
velopment  of  dramatic  genius  at, 
between  the  time  of  Kleisthenes 
and  of  Eukleides,  viii.  318  seq., 
327  seq. ;  accessibility  of  the  thea¬ 
tre  at,  viii.  321  ;  growth  of  rhetoric 
and  philosophy  at,  viii.  338  seq. ; 
literary  and  philosophical  antipathy 
at,  viii.  348 ;  enlargement  of  the 
field  of  education  at,  viii.  349  ; 
sophists  at,  viii.  350  seq.,  399  ;  ban¬ 
ishment  of  Xenophon  from,  ix. 
175;  Theban  application  to,  for 
aid  against  Sparta,  b.  c.  395-,  ix. 
291  seq. ;  alliance  of  Thebes,  Co¬ 
rinth,  Argos  and,  against  Sparta, 

ix.  301 ;  contrast  between  political 
conflicts  at,  and  at  Corinth,  ix.330 
n.  3 ;  alarm  at,  on  the  Lacedsemo 
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jaian  capture  of  the  Long  Walls 
at  Corinth,  ix.  340;  and  A£gina, 
B.  C.  389,  ix.  372  seq. ;  financial 
condition  of,  from  b.  c.  403  to  387, 

ix.  378  seq. ;  creation  of  the  The- 

oric  Board  at,  ix.  379 ;  property- 
taxes  at,  ix.  380  n. ;  and  the  peace 
of  Antalkidas,  x.  2,  2  ;  applica¬ 

tions  of,  to  Persia,  b.  c.  413,  x.  7, 
8;  and  Evagoras,  x.  18  seq.  ;  na¬ 
val  competition  of,  with  Sparta, 
after  the  peace  >f  Antalkidas,  x. 
42  seq. ;  and  Macedonia,  contrast 
between,  x.  47  ;  Theban  exiles  at, 
after  the  seizure  of  the  Kadmeia 
by  Phoebidas,  x.  61,  80  seq.  ;  con¬ 
demnation  of  the  generals  at,  who 
had  favored  the  enterprise  of  Pe- 
lopidas,  x.  96 ,  contrast  between 
judicial  procedure  at,  and  at  Spar¬ 
ta,  x.  102  ;  hostility  of,  to  Sparta, 
and  alliance  with  Thebes,  b.  c. 
378,  x.  102  seq. ;  exertions  of,  to 
form  a  new  maritime  confederacy, 
B.  c.  378,  x.  103  seq.  ;  absence  of 
Athenian  generals  from,  x.  108  n. 
2 ;  synod  of  new  confederates  at, 
b.  c.  378,  x.  112;  nature  and  du¬ 
ration  of  the  Solonian  census  at, 

x.  113  seq. ,  new  census  at,  in  the 
archonship  of  Nausinikus,  x.  115 
seq. ;  symmories  at,  x.  117  seq. ; 
financial  difficulties  of,  b.  c.  374, 
x.  133 ,  displeasure  of.  against 
Thebes,  b.  c.  374,  x.  133,  159  ; 
separate  peace  of,  with  the  Lacedae¬ 
monians,  b.  c.  374,  x.  137,  141  ; 
disposition  of,  towards  peace  with 
Sparta,  b.  c.  372,  x.  158,  164  ;  and 
the  dealings  of  Thebes  with  Pla- 
taea  and  Thespiae,  b.  c.  372,  x.  162 
seq. ;  and  the  peace  of,  b.  c.  371,  x. 
167,  172;  and  Sparta,  difference 
between  in  passive  endurance  and 
active  energy,  x.  187  ;  the  Theban 
victory  at  Leuktra  not  well  re¬ 
ceived  at,  x.  189;  at  the  head  of 
a  new  Peloponnesian  land  con¬ 
federacy,  B.  C.  371,  x.  201 ;  applica¬ 
tion  of  Arcadians  to,  for  aid  against 
Sparta,  b.  c.  370,  x.  213  ;  applica¬ 
tion  of  Sparta,  Corinth,  and  Phli- 
ns  to,  for  aid  against  Thebes,  b.  c. 
369,  x.  234  seq. ;  ambitious  views 
of,  after  the  battle  of  Leuktra,  x. 
244  seq. ;  and  Sparta,  alliance  be¬ 


tween,  b.  c.  369,  x.  253  ;  embassies 
from,  to  Persia,  x.  278,  280,  293  j 
loss  of  Oropus  by,  b.  c.  366,  x. 
286 ;  alliance  of,  with  Arcadia, 

B.  c.  366,  x.  288;  partial  readmis¬ 
sion  of,  to  the  Chersonese,  b.  c.  365, 

x.  295  seq. ;  and  Kotys,  x.  298  seq., 
372,373;  Theban  naval  operations 
against,  under  Epaminondas,  x. 
303  seq.  ;  naval  operations  of 
Alexander  of  Pherae  against,  x. 
370;  and  Miltokythes,  x.  372;  re¬ 
storation  of  the  Chersonese  to,  B. 

C.  358,  x.  379  ;  transmarine  empire 
of,  b.  c.  358,  x.  381  ;  condition  of, 
b.  c.  360-359,  xi.  199  ;  proceedings 
of  Philip  towards,  on  his  accession, 

xi.  212  ,  and  Euboea,  xi.  217  seq., 
340  seq.  ;  surrender  of  the  Cher¬ 
sonese  to,  b.  c.  358,  xi.  219  ;  revolt 
of  Chios,  Kos,  Rhodes,  and  By¬ 
zantium  from,  b.  c.  358,  xi.  220 
seq.,  231  ;  armaments  and  opera¬ 
tions  of,  in  the  Hellespont,  b.  c. 
357,  xi.  224  ;  loss  of  power  to,  from 
the  Social  War,  xi.  232;  Philip’s 
hostilities  against,  b.  c.  358-356, 
xi.  237  ;  recovery  of  Sestos  by,  b. 
C.  353,  xi.  257 ;  intrigues  of  Ker- 
sobleptes  and  Philip  against,  B.c. 
353,  xi.  258 ;  countenance  of  the 
Phokians  by,  b.  c.  353,  xi.  262  ( 
applications  of  Sparta  and  Me¬ 
galopolis  to,  b.  c.  353,  xi.  263,  290 ; 
alarm  about  Persia  at,  b.c.  354,  xi. 
285  ;  Philip’s  naval  operations  a* 
gainst,  b.  c.  351,  xi.  304  seq.  ;  and 
Olynthus,  xi.  326,  331,  334,  343 
seq.,  365,  372 ;  and  Philip  overtures 
for  peace  between,  r  c.  348  xi.368 
seq. ;  application  of  the  Phokians 
to,  for  aid  against  Philip  at  Ther¬ 
mopylae,  xi.  376  seq. ;  embassies 
to  Philip  from,  xi.  379  seq. ;  401 
seq.,  422,  430  seq. ,  resolution  of  the 
synod  of  allies  at,  respecting  Philip, 
xi.  388  ;  assemblies  at,  in  the  pre¬ 
sence  of  the  Macedonian  envoys, 
xi.  390  seq. ;  envoys  from  Philip 
to,  xi.  386,  387,  390,  398,  401  ;  mo¬ 
tion  of  Philokrates  for  peace  and 
alliance  between  Philip  and,  xi. 
390  seq. ;  ratification  of  peace  and 
alliance  between  Philip  and,  xi. 
398  seq.,  421  seq. ;  alarm  and  dis¬ 
pleasure  at,  on  the  surrender  oS 
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Thermopylae  to  Philip,  xi.  423  ; 
professions  of  Philip  to,  after  his 
conquest  of  Thermopylae,  xi.  425  ; 
and  the  honors  conferred  upon 
Philip  by  the  Amphiktyons,  xi. 
429 ;  and  Philip,  formal  peace  be¬ 
tween,  from  b.  c.  346  to  340,  xi. 
442 ;  mission  of  Python  from  Phi¬ 
lip  to,  xi.  446  ;  and  Philip,  pro¬ 
posed  amendments  in  the  peace  of, 
B.  C.  646,  between,  xi.  446  seq. ; 
and  Philip,  disputes  between,  about 
the  Bosporus  and  Hellespont,  xi. 
450;  increased  influence  of  De¬ 
mosthenes  at,  b.  c.  341-338,  xi. 
452;  services  of  Kalias  the  Chal- 
kidian  to,  b.  c.  341,  xi.  452;  and 
Philip,  declaration  of  war  between, 
B.  C.  340,  xi.  455  seq. ;  votes  of 
thanks  from  Byzantium  and  the 
Chersonese  to,  xi.  461  ;  accusation 
of  the  Amphissians  against,  at  the 
Amphiktyonic  assembly,  b.  c.  339, 

xi.  470  seq. ;  and  Thebes,  unfriend¬ 
ly  relations  between,  b.  c.  339,  xi. 
484 ;  proceedings  at,  on  Philip's 
fortification  of  Elateia  and  appli¬ 
cation  to  Thebes  for  aid,  xi.  484 
seq.  491  :  and  Thebes,  alliance  of, 
against  Philip,  b  c.  339,  xi.  490 ; 
Demosthenes  crowned  at,  xi.,  493, 
495 ;  proceedings  at,  on  the  de¬ 
feat  at  Chaeroneia,  xi.  502  seq.  ; 
lenity  of  Philip  towards,  after  the 
battle  of  Chaeroneia,  xi.505;  means 
of  resistance  at,  after  the  battle  of, 
Chaeronia,  xi.  508  ;  honorary  votes 
at,  in  favor  of  Philip,  xi.  509  ;  sen¬ 
timent  at,  on  the  death  of  Philip, 

xii.  10;  submission  of,  to  Alexan¬ 
der,  xii.  12  ;  conduct  of,  on  Alex¬ 
ander’s  violation  of  the  convention 
at  Corinth,  xii.  17  seq. ;  proceed¬ 
ings  at,  on  the  destruction  of  The¬ 
bes  by  Alexander,  xii.  44 ;  Alex¬ 
ander  demands  the  surrender  of 
anti-Macedonian  leaders  at,  xii.  45 ; 
pacific  policy  of.  in  Alexander’s 
time,  xii.  277  seq. ;  position  of  par¬ 
ties  at,  during  and  after  the  anti- 
Macedonian  struggle  of  Agis,  xii. 
286  ;  submission  of,  to  Antipater, 
xii.  322  seq. ;  state  of  parties  at, 
on  the  proclamation  of  Polysper- 
chon,  xii.  345  ;  Kassander  gets  pos¬ 
session  of,  xii.  361  ,  under  Deme¬ 


trius  Phalereus,  xii.  362  seq  ;  ce* 
sus  at,  under  Demetrius  Phalereus, 
xii.  363  ;  Demetrius  Poliorketes 
at,  xii.  373  seq.,  382,  384  seq.,  388; 
alteration  of  sentiment  at,  between 
b.  c.  338  and  307,  xii.  376  ;  in  b.  c. 
501  and  307,  contrast  between,  xii. 
377  ;  restrictive  law  against  phi¬ 
losophers  at,  b.  c.  307,  xii.  379  * 
embassy  to  Antigonus  from,  xii. 
380  ;  political  nullity  of,  in  the  gen¬ 
eration  after  Demosthenes,  xii. 
392  ;  connection  of,  with  Bosporus 
or  Pantikapaeum,  xii.  480  seq. 

Athos,  iv.  23;  colonies  in,  iv.  25  ;  Mar- 
donius’s  fleet  destroyed  near,  iv. 
314  ;  Xerxes’s  canal  through,  v.  21 
seq. 

Atlas,  i.  6,  8,  9. 

Atossa,  iv.  252. 

Atreids ,  i.  157. 

Atreus,  i.  1 55  seq. 

Atropos ,  i.  7. 

Attalus,  the  Macedonian ,  xi.  513  ;  and 
Pausanias,  xi.  515  ;  death  of,  xi. 
518. 

Attalus,  unde  of  Kleopatra ,  death  of, 
xi.  8. 

Attic  legends,  i.  191  seq. ;  chronology, 
commencement  of,  iii.  49  ;  gentes, 

iii.  54  seq.  ;  demes,  iii.  63,  66,  68, 

iv.  133  n. ;  law  of  debtor  and  credi¬ 
tor,  iii.  99,  109  n.  ;  scale,  ratio  of, 
to  the  ASginaean  and  Euboic,  iii. 
171  ;  Dionysia,  iv.  69. 

Attica,  original  distribution  of,  i.  193; 
division  of,  by  Kekrops,  i.  195; 
obscurity  of  the  civil  condition  of, 
before  Solon,  iii.  49  ;  alleged  duo¬ 
decimal  division  of,  in  early  times, 
iii.  50;  four  Ionic  tribes  in,  iii.  50 
seq. ;  original  separation  and  sub¬ 
sequent  consolidation  of  commu¬ 
nities  in,  iii.  69  :  long  continuance 
of  the  cantonal  feeling  in,  iii.  70  ; 
state  of,  after  Solon’s  legislation, 
iii.  154;  Spartan  expeditions  to, 
against  Hippias,  iv.  122;  Xerxes 
in.  v.  Ill  seq.  ;  Lacedaemonian  in¬ 
vasion  of,  under  Pleistoanax,  v. 
349  ;  Archidamus’s  invasions  of,  vi. 
129  seq.,  154,  221  ;  Lacedaemonian 
invasion  of,  b.  c.  427,  vi.  239  ;  in¬ 
vasion  of,  by  Agis,  b.  c.  413,  vii 
288 ;  king  Pausanias’s  expedition 
to,  viii.  275  seq. 
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Auge,  i.  177. 

Augeas ,  i.  139. 

Aulis,  Greek  forces  assembled  at, 
against  Troy,  i.  293  seq. ;  Agesi- 
laus  at,  ix.  258. 

Ansonians,  iii.  355. 

Autokles  at  the  congress  at  Sparta, 
b.  c.  371,  x.  165;  in  the  Helles¬ 
pont,  x.  371  seq, 

Autolykus,  i.  119. 

Azan,  i.  176. 


B 

Babylon ,  iii.  291  seq. ;  Cyrus’s  capture 
of,  iv.  213  seq. ;  revolt,  and  recon¬ 
quest  of,  by  Darius,  iv.  231  seq. ; 
Alexander  at,  xii.  168  seq. ;  248  seq. ; 
Harpalus  satrap  of,  xii.  240. 

Babylonian  scale,  ii.  319  ;  kings,  their 
command  of  human  labor,  iii.  302. 

Babylonians ,  industry  of,  iii.  300  ;  de¬ 
serts  and  predatory  tribes  sur¬ 
rounding,  iii.  304. 

Bacchce  of  Euripides,  i.  262  n. 

Bacchiads,  ii.  307,  iii.  2. 

Bacchic  rites,  i.  33,  34,  38. 

Bacchus ,  birth  of,  i.  260 ;  rites  of,  L. 
261. 

Bacon  and  Sokrates,  viii.  450  n.  1 ; 
on  the  Greek  philosophers,  viii.  454 
n.  3. 

Bad ,  meaning  of,  in  early  Greek 
writers,  ii.  64  ;  double  sense  of  the 
Greek  and  Latin  equivalents  of, 
iii.  45  n.  4. 

Bagceus  and  Orcet^s,  iv.  230. 

BagoaSj  xi.  439,  441,  xii.  76,  237. 

Baktria ,  Alexander  in.  xii.  201,  206, 
215  seq. 

Barbarian ,  meaning  of,  ii.  276;  and 
Grecian  military  feeling,  contrast 
between,  vi.  446. 

Bards ,  ancient  Grecian,  ii.  136,  143. 

Bardylis ,  defeat  of,  by  Philip,  xi. 

215. 

Barba,  modern  observations  of,  iv. 
32  n.  2,  36  n.  3,  37  n. ;  foundation 
of,  iv.  42 ;  Persian  expedition 
from  Egypt  against,  iv.  48  ;  cap¬ 
ture  of,  iv.  48 ;  submission  of,  to 
Kambyses,  iv.  220. 

Basilids ,  iii.  162  n.  4,  188. 

Batis ,  governor  of  Gaza,  xii.  144. 

Battus ,  founder  of  i.  yrene,  iv.  30  seq. ; 
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dynasty  of,  iv.  40  seq. ;  the  Third) 
iv.  43. 

Bebrykians ,  iii.  207,  208. 

Belleroph6n ,  i.  121  seq. 

Bilus,  temple  of,  iii.  297. 

Bequest,  Solon’s  law  of,  iii.  139. 

Bercea,  Athenian  attack  upon,  vi  7ft 
n.  2. 

Bessus,  xii.  183  seq.,  202,  206. 

Bias,  i.  91,  109  seq. 

Bisaltce,  the  king  of,  iv.  21,  v.  43. 

Bithynia ,  Derkyllidas  in,  ix.  216. 

Bithynians,  iii.  207. 

Boar,  the  Kalydonian,  i.  147,  148 
seq. 

Bceotia,  affinities  of,  with  Thessaly, 
ii.  18;  transition  from  mythical  to 
historical,  ii.  19;  cities  and  con¬ 
federation  of,  ii.  295 ;  Mardonius 
in,  v.  153,  161  ;  Pausanias's  march 
to,  v,  168;  supremacy  of  Thebes 
in,  restored  by  Sparta,  v.  319,  326; 
expedition  of  the  Lacedaemonians 
into,  b.  c.  458,  v.  326  seq. ;  acqui¬ 
sition  of,  by  Athens,  v.  331 ;  loss 
of,  by  Athens,  v.  347  seq.,  351  n ; 
scheme  of  Demosthenes  and  Hip- 
pokrates  for  invading,  b.  c.  424,  vi 
379  ;  and  Argos,  projected  alliance 
between,  b.  c.  421,  vii.  24  seq. ;  and 
Sparta,  alliance  between,  b.  c.  420, 
vii.  26 ;  and  Euboea,  bridge  con¬ 
necting,  viii.  112,  118;  Agesilaus 
on  the  northern  frontier  of,  ix.  315 ; 
expeditions  of  Kleombrotus  to,  x. 
94  seq.,  129  ;  expulsion  of  the  Lace¬ 
daemonians  from,  by  the  Thebans, 
b.  c.  374,  x.  135;  proceedings  in, 
after  the  battle  of  Leuktra,  x.  188; 
retirement  of  the  Spartans  from, 
after  the  battle  of  Leuktra,  x.  190: 
extinction  of  free  cities  in,  by  The 
bes,  xi.  201  ;  successes  of  Onomar- 
chus  in,  xi.  293  ;  reconstitution  of, 
by  Alexander,  xii.  48. 

Boeotian  war,  ix.  295  seq. ;  cities  aftef 
the  peace  of  Antalkidas,  x.  29 
33. 

Boeotians ,  ii.  14  seq.  293  seq. ;  and 
Chalkidians,  successes  of  Athens 
against,  iv.  171;  and  Athenians, 
debate  between,  after  the  battle  of 
Delium,  vi.  403  seq. ;  at  peace 
during  the  One  year’s  truce  between 
Athens  and  Sparta,  vi.  457  ;  repu¬ 
diate  the  peace  of  Nikias,  vi.  493 
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Tii.  3 ;  refuse  to  join  Argos,  b.  c.  ! 
421,  vii.  16. 

Bceotus ,  genealogy  of,  i.  256  n.  2,  ii. 
18  n.  3. 

Bog£s ,  v.  295. 

Bomilkar,  xii.  416  seq ,  435. 

Boreas ,  i.  6,  199,  200. 

Bosporus ,  Alkibiades  and  the  Athe¬ 
nian  fleet  at  the,  viii.  125;  Auto- 
kles  in  the,  x.  372 ;  disputes  between 
Philip  and  Athens  about,  xi.  450. 

Bosf>orus  or  Pantikapseum,  xii.  479 
seq. 

Bolticeans ,  iv.  14,  19  n. 

Bou/e,  Homeric,  ii.  65 ;  and  Agora, 
ii.  74. 

Branchidce  and  Alexander,  xii.  202 
seq. 

Brasidas,  first  exploit  of,  vi.  135 ; 
and  Knemus,  attempt  of,  upon 
Peiraeus,  vi.  211  ;  at  Pylus,  vi.  324; 
sent  with  Helot  and  other  Pelo¬ 
ponnesian  hoplites  to  Thrace,  vi. 
370;  at  Megara,  vi.  376  seq. ;  march 
of,  through  Thessaly  to  Thrace, 
vi.  399  seq. ;  and  Perdikkas,  rela¬ 
tions  between,  vi.  400,  450, 443  seq. ; 
prevails  upon  Akanthus  to  revolt 
from  Athens,  vi.  402  seq. ;  proceed¬ 
ings  of,  at  Argilus,  vi.  408,  409 ;  at 
Amphipolis,  vi.  408  set?.,  476  seq. ; 
repelled  from  Eion,  vi.  411;  cap¬ 
ture  of  Lekythus  by,  vi.  424 ;  revolt 
of  Skione  to,  vi.  435  seq. ;  and  Per- 
dikk  as,  proceedings  of,  towards 
Arrhihseus,  vi.  400,  440,  443  seq. ; 
personal  ascendency  of,  vi.  41 2, 425; 
operations  of,  after  his  acquisition 
of  Amphipolis,  vi  420;  surprises 
and  takes  Torone,  vi.  422 ;  acqui¬ 
sition  of  Mende  by,  vi.  439  ;  retreat 
of,  before  the  Illyrians,  vi.  447  seq. ; 
Lacedaemonian  reinforcement  to, 
vi.  449  ;  attempt  of,  upon  Potidaea, 
vi.  450;  opposition  of,  to  peace  on 
the  expiration  of  the  One  year’s 
truce.  vi.  455  ;  death  and  character 
of,  vi.  473,  474,  479  seq. ;  speech  of, 
at  Akanthus,  ix.  193  seq. ;  language 
of,  contrasted  with  the  acts  of  Ly- 
sander,  ix.  194. 

Brazen  race,  the,  i.  65. 

Brennus ,  invasion  of  Greece  by,  xii. 
390. 

Briareus ,  i.  5. 


Bribery ,  judicial,  in  Grecian  cittet,  * 

188 

Briseis ,  i.  294. 

Bromias ,  xi.  298. 

Brontes ,  i.  5. 

Brundusium ,  iii.  391. 

Brute ,  the  Trojan,  i.  482  seq. 

Bruttians,  xi.  10,  133. 

Bryant ,  hypothesis  on  the  Trojan 
war,  i.  330  n.  1 ;  on  Palaephatuo,  i. 
418  n. 

Bryas ,  vii.  99. 

Budini,  iii.  244. 

Bukephalia ,  xii.  229,  233. 

Bull ,  Phalaris’s  brazen,  v.  205  n. 

Bura,  destruction  of,  x.  157. 

Butadce ,  i.  197. 

Byblus,  surrender  of,  to  Alexander, 
xii.  130. 

Byzantium ,  iv.  27  ;  extension  of  the 
Ionic  revolt  to,  iv.  291  ;  Pausanias 
at,  v.  268,  280 ;  revolt  of,  from 
Athens,  b.  c.  411,  viii.  97;  Klear 
chus,  the  Lacedsemonian,  sent  to, 
viii.  128;  capture  of,  by  the  Athe¬ 
nians,  viii.  134;  mission  of  Cheiri 
sophus  to,  ix.  125;  return  of  Che 
irisophus  from,  ix.  144;  the  Ten 
Thousand  Greeks  at,  ix.  154  seq.  j 
revolt  of,  from  Athens,  b.  c.  358, 
xi.  220  seq.,  231 ;  mission  of  De¬ 
mosthenes  to,  xi.  453 ;  siege  of,  by 
Philip,  xi.  459;  vote  of  thanks 
from,  to  Athens,  xi.  461 ;  Philip 
concludes  peace  with,  xi.  461. 


C. 

Calabrian  peninsula,  Dionysius’s  pro¬ 
jected  wall  across,  xi.  43. 

Calyce ,  i.  137. 

Campanians,  xi.  9 ;  of  ./Etna.  x.  407. 

Canace,  i.  136  n. 

Carthage ,  iii.  273;  foundation  and 
dominion  of,  iii.  345  seq. ;  and 
Tyre,  amicable  relations  of,  iii 
348 ;  projected  expedition  of  Kam- 
bysgs  against,  iv.  220;  empire, 
power,  and  population  of,  x.  391 
seq. ;  and  her  colonies,  x.  394* 
military  force  of,  x.  396  seq. ;  po¬ 
litical  constitution  of,  x.  397  seq.\ 
oligarchical  system  and  sentiment 
at,  x.  398  seq. ;  powerful  familin 
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at,  x.  400 ;  intervention  of,  in  Sicily, 
B-  c.  410,  x.  401  seq. ;  and  Dionys¬ 
ius.  x.  469,  473,  481,  483;  distress 
at,  on  the  failure  of  Imilkon’s  ex¬ 
pedition  against  Syracuse,  x  511  ; 
danger  of,  from  her  revolted  Lib¬ 
yan  subjects,  b.  c.  394,  x.  511; 
Dionysius  renews  the  war  with, 
xi.  41  seq. ;  Dionysius  concludes 
an  unfavorable  peace  with,  xi.  42 ; 
new  war  of  Dionysius  with,  xi.  44  ; 
danger  from,  to  Syracuse,  b.  c.  344, 
xi.  134  ;  operations  of  Agathokles 
on  the  eastern  coast  of,  xii.  419  seq  ; 
sedition  of  Bomilkar  at,  xii.  435. 

Carthaginian  invasion  of  Sicily,  b.  c. 
480,  v.  221  seq. ;  fleet,  entrance 
of,  into  the  Great  Harbor  of  Syra¬ 
cuse,  x.  498. 

Carthaginians ,  and  Phenicians,  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  aims  of,  iii.  275 ; 
and  Greeks,  first  known  collision 
between,  iii.  348 ;  peace  of,  with 
Gelo,  after  the  battle  of  the  Himera. 
v.  225 ;  and  Egestaeans,  victory  of, 
over  the  Selinuntines,  x.  404; 
blockade  and  capture  of  Agrigen- 
tum  by,  x.  405  seq. ;  plunder  of  Sy¬ 
racuse  by,  x.  482 ;  in  Sicily,  expe¬ 
dition  of  Dionysius  against,  x.  483 
seq. ;  naval  victory  of,  off  Katana, 

x.  495 ;  before  Syracuse,  x.  499  seq., 
506  seq. ;  defeat  of,  in  the  Great 
Harbor  of  Syracuse,  x.  501  ;  in 
Sicily,  frequency  of  pestilence 
among,  xi.  1 ;  purchase  the  robe 
of  the  Lakinian  Here,  xi.  23  ;  and 
Hipponium,  xi.  43  ;  invade  Sicily, 
B.  c.  340,  xi.  170,  171 ;  Timoleon’s 
victory  over,  at  the  Krimesus,  xi. 
174  seq. ;  peace  of  Timoleon  with, 

xi.  182;  their  defence  of  Agrigen- 
tum  against  Agathokles,  xii.  406 
seq. ;  victory  of,  over  Agathokles 
at  the  Himera,  xii.  408  seq. ;  re¬ 
cover  great  part  of  Sicily  from 
Agathokles,  xii.  409 ;  expedition 
of  Agathokles  to  Africa  against, 

xii.  410  seq. ;  religious  terror  of 
after  the  defeat  of  Hanno  and  Bo¬ 
milkar,  xii.  418  ;  success  of,  against 
Agathokles  in  Numidia,  xii.  427  ; 
victories  of,  over  Archagathus,  xii. 
439;  Archagathus  blocked  up  at 
Tunes  by,  xii.  439,  441 ;  victory  of, 
over  Agathokles  near  Tunes,  xii. 


442;  nocturnal  panic  in  the  camp 
of,  near  Tunes,  xii.  442 ;  the  army 
of  Agathokles  capitulate  with, 
after  his  desertion,  xii.  443. 

Caspian  Gates,  xii.  182  n.  2. 

Castes,  Egyptian,  iii.  314  seq. 

Catalogue  in  the  Iliad,  i.  290  seq.,  ii. 
157. 

Cato  the  elder,  and  Kleon,  vi.  485  n ., 
486  n. 

Census,  nature  and  duration  of  the 
Solonian,  x.  113  seq. ;  in  the  ar- 
chonship  of  Nausinikus,  x.  114se^. 

Centaur  Nessus,  i.  151. 

Centimanes,  i.  8. 

Ceremonies,  religious,  a  source  of 
mythes,  i.  62,  63. 

Cestus,  iv.  57  n.  2. 

Chabrias,  defeat  of  Gorgopas  by,  ix 
375;  proceedings  of  between  b.  o. 
387-378,  x.  105;  at  Thebes,  x.  127  ; 
victory  of,  near  Naxos,  x.  130  seq. ; 
at  Corinth,  x.  258;  in  Egypt,  x. 
361.  362;  and  Charidemus,  x.  379; 
death  of,  xi.  223. 

Chcereas ,  viii.  30,  46. 

Chceroneia,  victory  of  the  Thebans 
over  Onomarchus  at,  xi.  257  ;  bat¬ 
tle  of,  B.  c.  338,  xi.  498  seq. 

Chaldcean  priests  and  Alexander,  xii. 
249,  254. 

Chald.ce.ans ,  iii.  290  seq. 

Chalkedon  and  Alkibiades,  viii.  126, 
132. 

ChalJcideus,  expedition  of,  to  Chios, 
vii.  370,  371  seq. ;  and  Tissapher- 
nes,  treaty  between,  vii.  376;  de¬ 
feat  and  death  of,  vii.  385. 

Chalkidians ,  Thracian,  iv.  22  seq.,  vi. 
183,  396;  of  Euboea,  successes  of 
Athens  against,  iv.  170. 

Chalkidike,  success  of  Timotheus  in, 
x.  294  ;  three  expeditions  from 
Athens  to,  B.  C.  349-348,  xi.  334  n., 
349;  success  of  Philip  in,  xi.  350 
seq.,  361. 

Chalkis ,  iii.  164  seq. ;  retirement  of 
the  Greek  fleet  to,  on  the  loss  of 
three  triremes,  v.  80. 

Chalybes ,  iii.  252,  ix.  106  seq.,  110. 

Champions,  select,  change  in  Greciaa 
opinions  respecting,  ii.  451. 

Chaonians,  iii.  413  seq. 

Chaos,  i.  4 ;  and  her  offspring,  i.  4. 

Chares,  assistance  of,  to  Phlius,  * 
272 ;  recall  of,  from  Corinth,  x. 
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287  5  unsuccessful  attempt  of,  to 
seize  Corinth,  x.  289 ;  in  the  Cher¬ 
sonese,  B.  c.  358,  x.  379;  at  Chios, 
xi.374;  in  the  Hellespont,  xi.  224; 
accusation  of  Iphikrates  and  Ti- 
motheus  by,  xi.  226  seq. ;  and  Ar- 
tabazus,  xi.  230 ;  conquest  of  Ses- 
tos  by,  xi.  258;  expedition  of,  to 
Olynthus,  xi.  349 ;  at  the  battle 
of  Chseroneia,  xi.  502 ;  capitula¬ 
tion  of,  at  Mitylene,  xii.  142. 

Charidemus,  x.  251  ;  and  Iphikrates 
x.  299 ;  and  Timotheus,  x.  300, 
301  ;  and  Kephisodotus,  x.  374, 
377 ;  and  Kersobleptes,  x.  376, 
377  ;  and  the  Athenians  in  the 
Chersonese,  b.  c  360-358,  x.  377 
seq.  ;  and  Miltokythes,  x.  378 ; 
his  popularity  and  expedition  to 
Thrace,  xi.  307  ;  expedition  of,  to 
Chalkidike,  xi.  349 ;  put  to  death 
by  Darius,  xii.  108. 

Charidemus  and  Ephialtes,  banish¬ 
ment  of,  xii.  46. 

Charikles ,  expedition  of,  to  Pelopon¬ 
nesus,  b.  c.  413,  vii.  288 ;  and  Pei- 
sauder,  vii.  198. 

Charilaus  and  Lykurgus,  ii.  344;  the 
Samian,  iv.  249. 

Chcirites ,  the,  i.  10. 

Chantesia,  festival  of,  i.  128. 

Charlemayne ,  legends  of,  i.  475. 

CharmandS ,  dispute  among  the  Cy- 
reian  forces  near,  ix.  35. 

Charminus,  victory  of  Astyochus  over, 
vii.  397. 

Charon  the  Theban,  x.  81  seq. 

Charondas,  iv.  417. 

Charopinus,  iv.  290. 

Cheinsophus ,  ix.  80;  and  Xenophon, 
ix.  92,  95,  106  seq. ;  at  the  Ken- 
trites,  ix.  99  ;  mission  of,  to  Byzan¬ 
tium,  ix.  125  ;  return  of,  from  By¬ 
zantium,  ix.  144  ;  elected  sole  gen¬ 
eral  of  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks, 
ix.  145  ;  death  of,  ix.  148. 

Chersonese ,  Thracian,  iv.  27 ;  con¬ 
nection  of,  with  Athens  under  Pe- 
isistratus,  iv.  117  seq. ;  attacked  by 
the  Athenians,  b  c.  479,  v.  201  ; 
operations  of  Perikles  in,  vi.  10 ; 
retirement  of  Alkibiades  to,  b.  c. 
407,  viii.  159;  fortification  of,  by 
Derkyllidas,  ix.  218;  partial  read- 
mission  of  Athenians  to,  b  c.  365 
&.  296  seq. ;  Epaminondas  near,  x 


301 , 306 ;  Timotheus  at,  x.  302, 306 
368;  Ergophilusin  the,  x.369s«jr.; 
Kotys  in  the,  x.  373 ;  Kephiso¬ 
dotus  in  the,  x.  374 ;  Charidemus 
and  the  Athenians  in  the,  x.  377 
seq. ;  restoration  of,  to  Athens,  b. 
C.  358,  x.  379,  xi.  219;  Kersoblep¬ 
tes  cedes  part  of,  to  Athens,  xi. 
258 ;  speech  of  Demosthenes  on, 
xi.  451  ;  mission  of  Demosthenes 
to,  xi.  453  ;  votes  of  thanks  from 
to  Athens,  xi.  461. 

Chians  at  Lade  iv.  304;  activity  of 
in  promoting  revolt  among  the 
Athenian  allies,  vii.  374;  expedi¬ 
tion  of,  against  Lesbos,  vii.  382 
seq. ;  improved  condition  of,  b.  C. 
411,  viii.  94. 

Chitncera,  the,  i.  7. 

Chios ,  foundation  of,  iii.  147 ;  His- 
tiaeus  at,  iv.  299 ;  an  autonomous 
ally  of  Athens,  vi.  2;  proceeding 
of  Athenians  at,  B.  c.  425,  vi.  360; 
application  from,  to  Sparta,  b.  C. 
413,  vii.  365  ;  the  Lacedaemonians 
persuaded  by  Alkibiades  to  send 
aid  to,  vii.  367 ;  suspicions  of  the 
Athenians  about,  b.  c.  412,  vii. 
368;  expedition  of  Chalkideus  and 
Alkibiades  to,  vii.  369  seq. ;  revolt 
of,  from  Athens,  b.  c.  412,  vii.  371 
seq. ;  expedition  of  StrombicidSs  to, 
vii.  374 ;  harassing  operations  of 
the  Athenians  against,  b.  c.  412, 
vii.  385  se<7,391,  393;  prosperity 
of,  between  b.  c.  480-412,  vii.  387, 
defeat  of  Pedaritus  at,  viii.  20;  re¬ 
moval  of  Mindarus  from  Miletus 
to,  viii.  101 ;  voyage  of  Mindarus 
from,  to  the  Hellespont,  viii.  102, 
102  n. ;  revolution  at,  furthered  by 
Kratesippidas,  viii.  140;  escape  of 
Eteonikus  from  Mitylen£  to,  viii. 
175,  189;  Eteonikus  at,  viii.  211; 
revolt  of,  from  Athens,  b.  c.  358, 
xi.  220  seq.,  231 ;  repulse  of  the 
Athenians  at,  B.  c.  358.  xi.  223; 
acquisition  of,  by  Memnon,  xii 
105 ;  capture  of,  by  Macedonian 
admiral*  xii.  141. 

Chivalry ,  romances  of,  i.  475  seq. 

Chlidon,  x.  84. 

Chcei'ilus ,  Nake’s  comments  on,  ii. 
137  n. ;  poem  of,  on  the  expedition 
of  Xerxes  into  Greece,  v.  39  ». 
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Choric  training  at  Sparta  and  Krete, 
iv.  84  seq. 

€hori£nes ,  Alexander’s  capture  of  the 
rock  of,  xii.  214. 

Chorus ,  the  Greek,  iv.  83  ;  improve¬ 
ments  in,  by  Stesichorus,  iv.  87. 

Chronicle  of  Turpin,  the,  i.  475. 

Chronological  calculation  destroys  the 
religious  character  of  mythical  ge¬ 
nealogies,  i.  446  ;  table  from  Clin¬ 
ton’s  Fasti  Hellenici,  ii.  36  seq\ 
computations,  the  value  of,  depend¬ 
ent  on  the  trustworthiness  of  the 
genealogies,  ii.  41  ;  evidence  of 
early  poets,  ii.  45. 

Chronologists,  modern,  ii.  37. 

Chronologizing  attempts  indicative  of 
mental  progress,  ii.  56. 

Chronology  of  mythical  events,  vari¬ 
ous  schemes  of,  ii.  34  seq. ;  Alex¬ 
andrine,  from  the  return  of  the  He- 
rakleids  to  the  first  Olympiad,  ii. 
304 ;  of  Egyptian  kings  from  Psam- 
metichus  to  Amasis,  iii.  330  n.  2 ; 
Egyptian,  iii.  339  seq. ;  Grecian,  be¬ 
tween  the  Persian  and  Pelopon¬ 
nesian  wars,  v.  304  n.  2 ;  of  the  pe¬ 
riod  between  Philip’s  fortification 
of  Elateia  and  the  battle  of  Chaero- 
neia,  xi.  494  n.  2. 

Chrysaor ,  i.  1,  7. 

Chryseis,  i.  294. 

Chrysippus ,  i.  160. 

Chrysopolis ,  occupation  of,  by  the 
Athenians,  viii.  127. 

Cimmerian  invasion  of  Asia  Minor, 
iii.  249  seq. 

Cimmerians ,  iii.  234;  driven  out  of 
their  country  by  the  Scythians,  iii. 
247  seq. 

Circe  and  iEetes,  i.  252. 

Clinton's  Fasti  Hellenici,  chronologi¬ 
cal  table  from,  ii.  36  seq opinion  on 
the  computations  of  the  date  of 
the  Trojan  war,  ii.  39 ;  vindication 
of  the  genealogies,  ii.  42  seq. 

Coined  money,  first  introduction  of, 
into  Greece,  ii.  318. 

Comedy ,  growth,  development,  and 
influence  of,  at  Athens,  viii.  325  seq. 

Comic  poets,  before  Aristophanes, 
viii.  327  ;  writers,  mistaken  esti¬ 
mate  of,  as  witnesses  and  critics, 
viii.  332  seq. 

Commemorative  influence  of  Grecian 
rites,  i.  454  seq. 


Congress  at  Corinth,  b.  c  421,  vii.  13 
15  at  Sparta,  b.  c.  421,  vii.  24;  at 
Mantinea,  b.  c.  419,  vii.  67  seq. 

Condn  on  the  legend  of  Kadmus,  i. 
258. 

Constitutional  forms,  attachment  of 
the  Athenians  to,  viii.  41  ;  moral¬ 
ity,  necessity  for  creating,  in  the 
time  of  Kleisthenes,  iv.  159. 

Corinth ,  origin  of,  i.  119  seq  ;  Dori¬ 
ans,  at,  ii.  9 ;  early  distinction  of, 
ii.  113  ;  isthmus  of,  ii.  216;  Hera- 
kleid  kings  of,  ii.  306  ;  Dorian  set¬ 
tlers  at,  ii.  309  ;  despots  at,  iii.  39 
seq. ;  great  power  of,  under  Perian- 
der,  iii.  43  ;  Sikyon  and  Megara,  an 
alogy  of,  iii.  47  ;  voyage  from,  to 
Gades  in  the  seventh  and  sixth 
centuries  b.  c.,  iii.  277  ;  relations  of 
Korkyra  with,  iii.  404  seq. ;  and 
Korkyra,  joint  settlements  of,  iii. 
405  seq. ;  relations  between  the  col¬ 
onies  of,  iii.  407 ;  decision  of, 
respecting  the  dispute  between 
Thebes  and  Plataea,  iv.  166;  pro¬ 
test  of,  at  the  first  convocation  at 
Sparta,  iv.  175;  Pan-Hellenic  con¬ 
gress  at  the  Isthmus  of,  v.  57  seq. ; 
rush  of  Peloponnesians  to  the  Isth¬ 
mus  of,  after  the  battle  of  Thermo- 
pylse,  v.  106  ;  growing  hatred  of, 
to  Athens,  b.  c.  461,  v.  320 ;  ope¬ 
rations  of  the  Athenians  in  the 
Gulf  of,  b.  c.  455,  v.  332 ;  and  Kor¬ 
kyra,  war  between,  vi.  51  seq. ;  and 
Athens,  after  the  naval  battle  be¬ 
tween  Corinth  and  Korkyra,  vi. 
69  seq. ;  congress  at,  b.  c.  421,  vii 
13.  15  seq. ;  and  Syracuse,  embassy 
from,  to  Sparta,  vii.  235  ;  synod  at, 
b.  c.  412,  vii.  368;  altered  feeling 
of,  after  the  capture  of  Athens  by 
Lysander,  viii.  259,  264,  275  ;  alli¬ 
ance  of,  with  Thebes,  Athens,  and 
Argos,  against  Sparta,  ix.  301  j 
anti-Spartan  allies  at,  ix.  302 ;  bat¬ 
tle  of,  ix.  307  seq.,  317  ;  Pharnaba- 
zus  and  the  anti-Spartan  allies  at, 
ix.  320 ;  philo-Laconian  party  at, 
B.  c.  392,  ix.  328  seq. ;  coup  d'etat 
of  the  government  at,  ix.  329 ;  con¬ 
trast  between  political  conflicts  at, 
and  at  Athens,  ix.  330  n.  3 ;  and 
Argos,  consolidation  of,  B.  c.  392 
ix.  332  ;  victory  of  the  Lacedaemo 
nians  within  tie  Long  Walls  at 
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ix.  333  seg. ;  the  Long  Walls  of, 
partly  pulled  down  by  the  Lace¬ 
daemonians,  ix.  335  ;  the  Long 
Walls  of,  restored  by  the  Athe¬ 
nians,  and  taken  by  Agesilaus  and 
Teleutias,  ix.  345  seg. ;  and  the 
peace  of  Antalkidas,  ix.  387,  x.  12 ; 
application  of,  to  Athens,  for  aid 
against  Thebes,  x.  234  seg. ;  Iphi- 
krates  at,  x.  237  ;  and  the  Persian 
rescript  in  favor  of  Thebes,  x.  282 ; 
project  of  the  Athenians  to  seize,  b. 
c.366,  x  289 ;  peace  of, with  Thebes, 
B.  C.  366,  x.  290  seg. ;  application 
from  Syracuse  to,  b.  c.  344,  xi.  134  ; 
message  from  Hiketas  to,  xi.  143; 
Dionysius  the  Younger  at,  xi.  151 
seg. ;  reinforcement  from,  to  Timo- 
leon,  xi  152,  155,  157 ;  efforts  of, 
to  restore  Syracuse,  xi.  167,  168  ; 
Philip  chosen  chief  of  the  Greeks 
ut  the  congress  at,  xi.  511  ;  conven¬ 
tion  at,  under  Alexander,  b.  c.  336, 
xii.  13  seg. ;  violations  of  the  con¬ 
vention  at,  hy  Alexander,  xii.  16 
seg. ;  Alexander  at,  B.  c.  335,  xii. 
48. 

Corinthian  envoys,  speech  of,  to  the 
Athenian  assembly,  in  reply  to  the 
Korkvrseans,  vi.  59  ;  speech  of,  to 
the  Spartan  assembly,  against  Ath¬ 
ens,  vi.  82  seg. ;  speech  of,  at  the 
congress  of  allies  at  Sparta,  vi.  93 
seg. 

Corinthian  genealogy  of  Eumelus,  i. 

Corinthian  Gulf,  naval  conflicts  of 
Corinthians  and  Lacedaemonians 
in,  ix.  326  ;  territory,  Nikias’s  ex¬ 
pedition  against,  vi.  355  seg. ;  war, 
commencement  of,  ix.  301. 

Corinthians ,  early  commerce  and  en¬ 
terprise  of,  iii.  1  ;  behavior  of,  at 
Salamis,v.  145 ;  defeated  by  Myron- 
ides,  v.  324 ;  procure  the  refusal  of 
of  tbe  Samians’  application  toSpar- 
t&for  aid  against  Athens,  vi.  30,  50; 
instigate  Potidaea,  the  Chalkidians 
and  Bottiaeans  to  revolt  from  Ath¬ 
ens,  vi.  65  seg. ;  defeat  of,  near  Po- 
tidaea,  vi.  73 ;  strive  to  excite  war 
against  Athens  after  their  defeat 
near  Potidaea,  vi.  78;  repudiate  the 
peace  of  Nikias,  vi.  493,  vii.  2 ;  in¬ 
duce  Argos  to  head  a  new  Pelo¬ 
ponnesian  alliance,  vii.  12  ;  hesitate 
to  join  Argos,  vii.  16,  62 ,  join  Ar¬ 


gos,  vii.  1 8 ;  application  of,  to  th« 
Boeotians  and  Athenians  b.  c  421, 
vii.  20 ;  and  Karneia,  vii.  308  n.  1 ; 
and  Athenians,  naval  battle  be¬ 
tween,  near  Naupaktus,  vii.  358 
seg. ;  and  Lacedaemonians,  naval 
and  land  conflicts  between,  b.  c. 
393,  ix.  333  seg. 

Courts  of  Requests,  their  analogy  to 
Athenian  dikasteries,  v.  399  n.  1. 

Creditor  and  debtor,  law  of,  at  Athens 
before  Solon,  iii.  95 ;  Roman  law 
of,  iii-  159. 

Criticisms  on  the  first  two  volumes 
of  this  history,  reply  to,  i.  408  n. 

Croesus  and  Solon,  alleged  interview 
between,  iii.  149  seg  ;  moral  of 
Herodotus’s  story  about,  iii.  153; 
reign  and  conquests  of,  iii.  258  seg. ; 

.  power  and  alliances  of,  iv.  182; 
and  Cyrus,  war  between,  iv.  188 
seg . ;  and  the  oracles,  iv.  189,  190, 
193;  solicits  the  alliance  of  Sparta , 
iv.  190;  fate  of,  impressive  to  th<; 
Greek  mind,  iv.  195. 

Cumce  in  Campania,  iii.  357  seg. 

Cyclades ,  ii.  214,  iii.  163;  Themisto 
kies  levies  fines  on  v.  141. 

Cycle ,  epic,  ii.  122  seg. 

Cyclic  poets,  ii.  122  seg. 

Cyclopes ,  i.  4,  5. 

Cyprus ,  influence  of  Aphrodite  upon, 
i.  5;  Solon’s  visit  to,  iii  148  ;  Phe- 
nicians  and  Greeks  in,  iii.  277 :  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  Ionic  revolt  to,  iv. 
291  ;  subjugation  of,  by  Pheni- 
cians  and  Persians,  iv.  293 ;  con 
quest  of,  by  the  Turks  in  1570,  iv. 

•  293-  n. ;  expedition  to,  under  Ki- 
mon,  v.  335 ;  before  and  under 
Evagoras,  x.  14  seg.\  subjugation 
of,  to  the  Persian  king  Ochus.  xi. 
437  ;  surrender  of  the  princes  of,  to 
Alexander,  xii.  137. 

Cyrenaica ,  iv.  36  n.  3,  37  n. 

** ropcedia,  Xenophon's  iv.  183. 
rus  the  Great,  early  history  and 
rise  of,  iv.  183  seg. ;  and  Croesus, 
war  between,  iv.  188  seg  ;  and  the 
Lacedaemonians,  iv.  199;  conquests 
of,  in  Asia,  iv.  209 ;  capture  of 
Babylon  by,  iv.  211  seg. ;  exploits 
and  death  of,  iv.  215;  effects  of 
his  conquests  upon  the  Persians, 
iv.  216  seg.  -t  the  tomb  of,  xii 
287. 
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Cyrus  the  Younger ,  arrival  of,  in  Asia 
Minor,  b.  c.  408,  viii.  135,  137; 
Lysander’s  visits  to,  at  Sardis,  viii. 
140  seq.,  214;  pay  of  the  Pelopon¬ 
nesian  fleet  by,  viii.  143  ;  and  Kal- 
likratidas,  viii.  162;  entrusts  his 
satrapy  and  revenues  to  Lysander, 

viii.  214 ;  and  Artaxerxes  Mne- 
mon,  viii.  312,  ix.  8  seq.;  youth 
and  education  of,  ix.  5 ;  his  esteem 
for  the  Greeks  and  hopes  of  the 
crown,  ix.  6 ;  charge  of  Tissapher- 
nes  against,  ix.  7 ;  strict  adminis¬ 
tration  and  prudent  behavior  of, 

ix.  9;  forces  of,  collected  at  Sardis, 
ix.  11;  march  of,  from  Sardis  to 
Kunaxa,  ix.  14  seq. ;  assistance  of 
Epyaxa  to,  ix.  18;  review  of  his 
troops  at  Tyriaeum,  ix.  19 ;  and 
Syennesis,  ix.  20 ;  at  Tarsus,  ix. 
21  seq. ;  desertion  of  Xenias  and 
Pasion  from,  ix.  28 ;  at  Thapsakus, 
ix.  29  seq. ;  in  Babylonia,  ix.  35  seq. ; 
speech  of,  to  his  Greek  forces  in 
Babylonia,  ix.  36;  his  conception 
of  Grecian  superiority,  ix.  37  ;  his 
present  to  the  prophet  Silanus,  ix. 
40 ;  passes  the  undefended  trench, 
ix.  41;  at  Kunaxa,  ix,  42  seq; 
character  of,  ix.  49 ;  probable  con¬ 
duct  of,  towards  Greece,  if  victori¬ 
ous  at  Kunaxa,  ix.  51 ;  and  the 
Asiatic  Greeks,  ix.  207. 


D. 

Daedalus,  i.  225,  228  seq. 

Daemon  of  Sokrat£s,  viii.  408  seq. 

Daemons ,  i.  65,  67,  70  seq. ;  and  gods, 
distinction  between,  i.  425  seq. ; 
admission  of,  as  partially  evil  be¬ 
ings,  i.  427. 

Damascus ,  capture  of,  by  the  Mace¬ 
donians,  xii.  128. 

Damasithymus  of  Kalyndus,  v.  135. 

Dana?,  legend  of,  i.  90. 

Danaos  and  the  Danaides,  i.  88. 

Dancing ,  Greek,  iv.  85. 

Daphnceus ,  at  Agrigentum,  x.  426 
seq. ;  death  of,  x.  444. 

Dardanus,  son  of  Zeus,  i.  285. 

Doric ,  the  golden,  iv.  239  n.  2. 

Darius  Hystaspes ,  accession  of,  iv.  224 
seq. ;  discontents  of  the  satraps  un¬ 
der,  iv.  226  seq  ;  revolt  of  the  Medes 


against,  iv.  227  n. ;  revolt  of  Bab» 
ylon  against,  iv.  230;  organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Persian  empire  by,  iv. 
233  seq. ;  twenty  satrapies  of,  iv.  235 
seq. ;  organizing  tendency,  coinage, 
roads,  and  posts  of,  iv.  238  seq. ; 
and  Syloson,  iv.  240 ;  conquering 
dispositions  of.  iv.  252;  probable 
consequences  of  an  expedition  by, 
against  Greece  before  going  against 
Scythia,  iv.  260  seq. ;  invasion  of 
Scythia  by,  iv.  262  seq ;  his  orders 
to  the  Ionians  at  the  bridge  over 
the  Danube,  iv.  269;  return  of,  to 
Susa  from  Scythia,  iv.  280;  re¬ 
venge  of,  against  the  Athenians,  iv. 
297  ;  preparations  of,  for  invading 
Greece,  iv.  314 ;  submission  or 
Greeks  to,  before  the  battle  of  Mara¬ 
thon,  iv.  315 ;  heralds  of,  at  Athens 
and  Sparta,  iv.  316 ;  instructions 
of,  to  Datis  and  Artaphernes,  iv. 
329 ;  resolution  of,  to  invade  Greece 
a  second  time,  v.  1 ;  death  of, 
v.  2. 

Darius ,  son  of  Artaxerxes  Mnemon, 

x.  367. 

Darius  Codomannus,  encouragement 
of  anti-Macedonians  in  Greece  by, 
xii.  20  ;  his  accession  and  prepara¬ 
tions  for  defence  against  Alexand¬ 
er,  xii.  76;  irreparable  mischief  of 
Memnon’s  death  to,  xii.  106; 
change  in  the  plan  of,  after  Mem* 
non’s  death,  xii.  107,  109;  puts 
Charidemus  to  death,  xii.  108; 
Arrian’s  criticism  on  the  plan  of, 
against  Alexander,  xii.  1 10;  at 
Mount  Amanus,  xii.  115  seq. ;  ad¬ 
vances  into  Kilikia,  xii.  117;  at 
Issus  before  the  battle,  xii.  117; 
defeat  of,  at  Issus,  Stii.  118  seq ; 
capture  of  his  mother,  wife,  and 
family  by  Alexander,  xii.  124, 153; 
his  correspondence  with  Alexan¬ 
der,  xii.  130,  140 ;  inaction  of,  af¬ 
ter  the  battle  of  Issus,  xii.  152;  de¬ 
feat  of,  at  Arbela,  xii.  155  seq. ;  a 
fugitive  in  Media,  xii.  178, 180;  pur¬ 
sued  by  Alexander  into  Parthia,  xii. 
182  seq. ;  conspiracy  against,  by 
Bessus  and  others,  xii.  183  seq. ; 
death  of,  xii.  185 ;  Alexander’s  dis¬ 
appointment  in  not  taking  him 
alive,  xii.  186 ;  funeral,  fate,  and 
conduct  of,  xii.  186. 
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fiarius  Nothus,  ix.  2  seq. ;  death  of, 
lx.  6. 

Daskon ,  attack  of  Dionysius  on  the 
Carthaginian  naval  station  at,  x. 
508. 

Datames,  x.  360. 

Datis,  siege  and  capture  of  Eretria 
by,  iv.  330  seq. ;  conquest  of  Karvs- 
tus  by,  iv.  331 ;  Persian  armament 
at  Samos  under,  iv.  329;  conquest 
of  Naxos  and  other  Cyclades  by, 
iv.  330  seq. ;  forbearance  of,  towards 
Delos,  iv.  330;  at  Marathon,  iv. 
333,  345  seq. ;  return  of,  to  Asia, 
after  the  battle  of  Marathon,  iv. 
362. 

Debtor  and  creditor,  law  of,  at  Athens 
before  Solon,  iii.  95;  Roman  law 
of,  iii.  159  seq. 

Debtors ,  Solon’s  releif  of,  iii.  99 ;  treat¬ 
ment  of,  according  to  Gallic  and 
Teutonic  codes,  iii.  110  n. 

Debts,  the  obligation  of,  inviolable  at 
Athens,  iii.  105,  113;  distinction 
between  the  principal  and  interest 
of,  in  an  early  society,  iii.  107. 

Defence,  means  of,  superior  to  those 
of  attack  in  ancient  Greece,  ii. 
111. 

Deianeira ,  i.  151. 

Deinokrates ,  xii.  406,  407,  440,  446 

seq. 

Deiokes,  iii.  227  seq. 

Deities  not  included  in  the  twelve 
great  ones,  i.  10  ;  of  guilds  or  trades, 
i.  344. 

Dekamnichus,  x.  47. 

Dekarchies  established  by  Lysander, 
ix.  184  seq.,  194,  197. 

Dekeleia ,  legend  of,  159;  fortification 
of,  by  the  Lacedaemonians,  vii.  286, 
288,  364?  Agis  at,  vii.  365,  viii. 
150. 

Delian  Apollo ,  i.  45. 

Delian  festival,  iii.  167  seq. ;  early  splen¬ 
dor  and  subsequent  decline  of.  iv. 
54  ;  revival  of,  b.  c.  426,  vi.  312. 

Delium,  Hippokrates’s  march  to,  and 
fortification  of,  b.  c.  424,  vi.  382 
seq. ;  battle  of,  B.  c.  424,  vi.  389 
seq. ;  siege  and  capture  of,  by  the 
Boeotians,  b.  c.  424,  vi.  396  ;  Sok- 
rates  and  Alkibiades  at  the  battle 
of,  vi.  397. 

Delos,  Ionic  festival  at,  iii.  167  seq., 
iv.  54 ,  forbearance  of  Datis  to¬ 


wards  iv.  330;  the  confederacy  of, 
v.  263  seq.,  290  seq. ;  the  synod  of, 
v.  301,  302;  first  breach  of  union 
in  the  confederacy  of,  v.  312;  re¬ 
volt  of  Thasos  from  the  confedera¬ 
cy  of,  v.  315  ;  transfer  of  the  fund 
of  the  confederacy  from,  to  Athens, 
v.  343  ;  transition  of  the  confed¬ 
eracy  of,  into  an  Athenian  empire, 
v.343;  purification  of,  by  the  Athe¬ 
nians,  vi.  312;  restoration  of  the 
native  population  to,  b.  c.  421,  vii. 
23. 

Delphi,  temple  and  oracle  of,  i.  48 
seq.,  ii.  253 ;  oracle  of,  and  the  Bat- 
tiad  dynasty  iv.  41 ;  early  state 
and  site  of,  iv.  59 ;  growth  of,  iv. 
62 ;  conflagration  and  rebuilding 
of  the  temple  at,  iv.  120  seq.-,  the 
oracle  at,  worked  by  Kleisthenls, 
iv.  122;  oracle  of,  and  Xerxes’s  in¬ 
vasion  v.  59  seq. ;  Xerxes’s  detach¬ 
ment  against,  v.  417  ;  proceedings 
of  Sparta  and  Athens  at,  b.  c.  452 
-447,  v.  346 ;  answer  of  the  oracle 
of,  to  the  Spartans  on  war  with 
Athens,  b.  c.  432,  vi.  92  ;  reply  of 
the  oracle  at,  about  Sokratds,  viii. 
412  seq. ;  Agesipolis  and  the  oracle 
at,  ix.  357  ;  claim  of  the  Phokians 
to  the  presidency  of  the  temple  at, 
xi.  245  seq. ;  Philomelus  seizes  and 
fortifies  the  temple  at,  xi.  247 : 
Philomelus  takes  part  of  the  treas¬ 
ures  in  the  temple  at,  xi.  252 ;  em¬ 
ployment  of  the  treasures  in  the 
temple  at,  by  Onomarchus,  xi.  255 ; 
Phayllus  despoils  the  temple  at, 

.  xi.  297 ;  peculation  of  the  treasures 
at,  xi.  375;  miserable  death  of  all 
concerned  in  the  spoliation  of  the 
temple  at,  xi.  434  ;  relations  of  the 
Lokrians  of  Amphissa  with,  xi. 
469 ;  Amphiktyonic  meeting  at,  b. 
C.  339,  xi.  470  seq. 

Delphian  Apollo ,  reply  of,  to  the  re¬ 
monstrance  of  Croesus,  iv.  189. 

Delphians  and  Amphiktyons,  attack 
of,  upon  Kirrha,  xi.  474. 

Delphinium  at  Athens,  iii.  78  n. 

Deluge  of  Deucalion,  i.  96  seq. 

Demades ,  reproof  of  Philip  by,  xL 
505 ;  peace  of,  xi.  506  seq. ;  re¬ 
mark  of,  on  hearing  of  Alexan¬ 
der’s  death,  xii.  257  ;  Macedoniz- 
ing  policy  of,  xii.  278,  and  Pho 
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kion,  embassy  of,  to  Antipater,  xii 
322;  death  of,  xii.  338. 

Demagogues,  iii.  18,  21,  viii.  39  seq. 

Deinaratus  and  Kleomnes,  iv.  325 
seq. ;  conversations  of,  with  Xerxes, 

v.  40,  86,  96 ;  advice  of,  to  Xerxes 
after  the  death  of  Leonidas,  v.  96. 

Demes ,  Attic,  iii.  63,  66,  68  ;  iv.  132 
seq 

Dimeter ,  i.  6,  7,  10;  foreign  influence 
on  the  worship  of,  i.  24,  25;  how 
represented  in  Homer  and  Hesiod, 
i.  37  ;  Homeric  hymn  to,  i.  38  seq. ; 
legends  of,  differing  from  the  Ho¬ 
meric  hymn,  i  44 ;  Hellenic  impor¬ 
tance  of,  i.  44. 

Demetrius  of  Skepsis,  on  Ilium,  i. 
328- 

Demetrius  Phalereus,  administration 
of,  at  Athens,  xii.  362  seq. ;  retires 
to  Egypt,  xii.  374;  condemnation 
of,  xii.  378. 

Demetrius  Poliorketes ,  at  Athens,  xii. 
373  seq.,  382,  383  seq.,  388  ; 
exploits  of,  B.  C.  307 — 304,  xii. 
381 ;  his  successes  in  Greece  a- 
gainst  Kassander,  382  ;  march  of, 
through  Thessaly  into  Asia,  xii. 
386 ;  return  of,  from  Asia  to  Greece, 
xii.  388;  acquires  the  crown  of 
Macedonia,  xii.  389 ;  Greece  under, 
xii.  389;  captivity  and  death  of, 
xii.  390 

Demiurqi ,  iii.  72. 

Demochares ,  xii.  378,  380,  385,  392. 

Democracies, Grecian, securities  against 
corruption  in,  vii.  402. 

Democracy,  Athenian,  iii. 128,  140  ;  v. 
380 ;  effect  of  the  idea  of,  upon 
the  minds  of  the  Athenians,  iv.  179 
seq. ;  at  Athens,  stimulus  to,  from 
the  Persian  war,  v.  275  ;  reconsti¬ 
tution  of,  at  8amo,«  viii.  46  seq. ; 
restoration  of,  at  Athene  b.  c.  411, 
viii  75  seq.,  80  seq.,  and  b.  c.  403, 
V’ii  288, 300  ,  moderation  of  Athe¬ 
nian,  viii.  92,  304  seq.  ;  at  Samos, 
contrasted  with  the  oligarchy  '•'f 
the  Four  Hundred,  viii.  93  seq. 

Democratical  leaders  at  Athens,  and 
the  Thirty,  viii.  240,  245  seq. ;  sen¬ 
timent,  increase  of,  at  Athens,  be¬ 
tween  B.  C.  479-459,  v.  355. 

DemokSdes,  romantic  history  of,  iv. 
253  seq. 

Dnndnax,  reform  of  KyrSnS  by,  iv. 


44  ;  constitution  of,  not  durable,  iv. 
49. 

Demophantus,  psephism  of,  viii.  80. 

Demos  at  Syracuse,  v.  206. 

Demosthenes  the  general, \n  Akamania, 

vi.  296 ;  expedition  of,  against 
iEtolia,  vi.  296  seq. ;  saves  Nau- 
paktus,  vi.  301 ;  goes  to  protect 
Amphilochian  Argos,  vi.  302  ;  his 
victory  over  Eurylochus  at  Olpae, 
vi.  304*:e9.  ;  his  triumphant  return 
from  Akarnania  to  Athens,  vi.  312 ; 
fortifies  and  defends  Pylus,  vi.  317 
seq. ;  application  of,  for  reinforce 
ments  from  Athens,  to  attack 
Sphakteria,  vi.  334  seq. ;  victory 
of,  in  Spakteria,  vi.  341  seq. ;  attempt 
of,  to  surprise  Megara  and  Nisse, 

vi.  372  seq. ;  scheme  of,  for  in¬ 
vading  Boeotia,  b.  c.  424,  vi.  379 
unsuccessful  descent  upon  Boeotia 
by,  vi.  380 ;  his  evacuation  of  the 
fort  at  Epidaurus,  vii.  97  ;  expedi¬ 
tion  of.  to  Sicily,  vii.  289,  298,303; 
arrival  of,  at  Syracuse,  vii.  302,304 ; 
plans  of,  on  arriving  at  Syracuse, 

vii.  306;  night  attack  of,  upon 
Epi poise,  vii.  306  seq. ;  his  propo¬ 
sals  for  removing  from  Syracuse, 
vii.  308  seq. ;  and  Nikias,  resolution 
of,  after  the  final  defeat  in  the  har¬ 
bor  of  Syracuse,  vii.  338 ;  capture 
and  subsequent  treatment  of,  vii. 
341  seq.,  347  ;  respect  for  the  mem- 
ory  of,  vii.  348;  death  of,  vii.  347. 

Demosthenes ,  father  of  the  orator,  xi. 
265. 

Demosthenes  the  orator ,  first  appearance 
of,  as  public  adviser  in  the  A  the 
nian  assembly,  xi.  263  ;  parentage 
and  early  youth  of,  xi.263  seq. ;  and 
his  guardians,  xi.  265  ;  early  rhe 
torical  tendencies  of,  xi.  266 ;  train 
ing  and  instructors  of,  xi.  268  seq. ; 
action  and  matter  of,  xi.  2?1  ;  first 
known  as  a  composer  of  speeches 
for  others,  xi.  272;  speech  of,  a- 
gainst  Leptines.  xi.  272 ;  speech 
of,  on  the  Symmories.  xi.  285  seq. ; 
exhortations  of,  to  personal  effort 
and  sacrifice,  xi.  289,  357  ;  recom¬ 
mendations  of,  on  Sparta  and  Me 
galopolis,  xi.  291  ;  first  Philippic 
o\,  xi.  309  seq. ;  opponents  of,  at 
Athens,  b.  c.  351,  xi.  318;  earliest 
Olvnthiac  of,  xi.327  sea. .  oracticsd 
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effect  of  his  speeches,  xi.  329 ; 
second  Olynthiac  of,  xi.  331  seq.  ; 
allusions  of,  to  the  Theoric  fund, 
xi.  334,  338  ;  third  Olynthiac  of, 
xi.  335  seq.,  336;  insulted  by  Mei- 
dias,  xi.  343  ;  reproached  for  his 
absence  from  the  battle  of  Tamy- 
nae,  xi.  344:  serves  as  hoplite  in 
Euboea,  and  is  chosen  senator  for, 
B  c.  349-348,  xi.  345  ;  order  of  the 
Olynthiacs  of,  xi.  358  seq. ;  and 
AEschines,  on  the  negotiations  with 
Philip,  b.  c.  347-346,  xi.  371  n. 
378  n.  ;  speaks  in  favor  of  peace, 

B.  c.  347,  xi.  372  ;  and  the  first  em¬ 
bassy  from  Athens  to  Philip,  xi. 
380  seq.,  386  ;  failure  of,  in  his 
speech  before  Philip,  xi.  382  ;  and 
the  confederate  synod  at  Athens 
respecting  Philip,  xi.  389  n .,  390, 
392  n  3;  and  the  motion  of  Philo- 
krates  for  peace  and  alliance  with 
Philip,  xi.  391  seq. ;  and  the  ex¬ 
clusion  of  the  Phokians  from  the 
peace  and  alliance  between  Athens 
and  Philip,  xi.  400  seq. ;  and  the 
second  embassy  from  Athens  to 
Philip,  xi.  403,  405  seq.,  412,  415; 
and  the  third  embassy  from  Athens 
to  Philip,  xi.  422 ;  charges  of 
against  AEschines,  xi.  431  ;  and  the 
peace  and  alliance  of  Athens  with 
Philip,  b.  c.  346  xi.  432 ;  recom¬ 
mends  acquiescence  in  the  Am- 
phiktvonic  dignity  of  Philip,  xi. 
435 ;  vigilance  and  warnings  of, 
against  Philip,  after  b.  c.  246  xi. 
444;  speech  on  the  Chersonese 
and  third  Philippic  of,  xi.  451 ;  in¬ 
creased  influence  of,  at  Athens,  b. 

C.  341-338,  xi.  452;  mission  of,  to 
the  Chersonese  and,  Byzantium,  xi. 
453  ;  vote  of  thanks  to,  at  Athens, 
xi.  461  ;  reform  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  Athenian  marine  by, 
xi.  462  seq.,  464  n. ;  his  opposition 
to  the  proceedings  of  AEschines  at 
the  Amphiktyonic  meeting,  b.  c. 
339,  xi.  478;  on  the  special  Am¬ 
phiktyonic  meeting  at  Thermopy¬ 
lae,  xi.  479 ;  advice  of,  on  hearing 
of  the  fortification  of  Elateia  by 
Philip,  xi.  486 ;  mission  of,  to 
Thebes,  b.  c.  339,  xi.  488  seq.  ; 
crowned  at  Athens  xi.  493,  496  ;  at 
the  battle  of  Chseronia,  xi.  498  seq., 


501  ;  confidence  shown  to,  after 
the  battle  of  Chaeroneia,  xi.  503, 
509  ;  conduct  of,  on  the  death  of 
Philip,  xii.  10  ;  correspondence  of, 
with  Persia,  xii.  20  seq. ;  accusation 
against,  respecting  the  revolt  of 
Thebes  against  Alexander,  xii.  34 ; 
position  and  policy  of,  in  Alexan¬ 
der’s  time,  xii.  278  seq. ;  and  Aes¬ 
chines,  judicial  contest  between, 
xii.  286  seq  ;  accusation  against,  in 
the  afl'air  of  Harpalus,  xii.  294  seq. ; 
recall  of,  from  exile,  xii.  314  j 
flight  of,  to  Kalauria,  xii.  322; 
condemnation  and  death  of,  xii. 
326  seq.  ;  life  and  character  of,  xii. 
328  seq. 

Dcrdas  at  Olynthus,  x.  65. 

Derkillydas,  in  Asia,  ix.  209  seq.,  219 
seq.,  255  ;  at  Abydos  and  Sestos, 
ix.  320  ;  superseded  by  Anaxibius 
at  Abydos,  ix.  368. 

Despots,  in  Greece,  iii.  4,  18  seq. ;  at 
Sikvon,  iii.  32  seq.,  39 ;  at  Co¬ 
rinth,  iii.  41  seq. ;  of  Asiatic  Greece, 
deposition  of,  by  Aristagoras,  iv. 
285  :  Sicilian,  v.  206,  233. 

Deukalion,  i.  96  seq. 

Dexippus ,  ix.  126,  149  seq. ;  x.423,  429, 
444. 

Diadochi ,  Asia  Hellenized  by,  xii.  269 

Diagoras ,  prosecution  of,  vii.  208. 

Dialectics,  Grecian,  iv.  87 ;  viii.  338 
345  seq.,  454  seq. 

Dictators  in  Greece,  iii.  19. 

Dido,  legend  of,  iii.  347. 

Digamma  and  the  Homeric  poems,  iL 
147. 

Diitrephes,  vii.  356  seq. 

Dikceus,  vision  of,  v.  118. 

Dikasteries,  not  established  by  Solon, 
iii.  125  ;  Athenian,  iv.  140  seq.,  v. 
378  seq.,  385,  393 ,  constitution  of, 
by  Perikles,  v.  355  seq.,  366  ;  work¬ 
ing  of,  at  Athens,  v.  381  seq. ;  at 
Rhodes  and  other  Grecian  cities, 
v.  384  7i.  2 ;  jurisdiction  of,  over 
the  subject-allies  of  Athens,  vi.  39 
seq.,  42,  43,  45. 

Dikasts,  oath  of,  at  Athens,  iii.  105, 
viii.  298;  Athenian  iv.  141,  372; 
under  Perikles,  v.  357,  366,  376 
seq.,  388. 

Dikon  of  Kaulonia,  xi.  28. 

Dimnus ,  xii.  191,  194. 

Dioddrus,  his  historical  versions  of 
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snythes,  i.  413 ;  statement  of,  re¬ 
specting  the  generals  at  Arginusw, 
viii.  184. 

Diodotus ,  speech  of,  vi.  254  seq. 

Diogenes  and  Alexander,  xii.  48. 

Dio/deides,  vii.  198,  204. 

Dio/des  the  Corinthian ,  ii.  297. 

Dioktts  the  Syracusan ,  the  laws  of,  x. 
389,  seq. ;  aid  to  Himera  under,  x. 
410,  412  ;  banishment  of,  x.  417. 

Dio  Chrysostom’s  attempt  to  histori- 
cise  the  legend  of  Troy,  i.  321. 

Dio  Chrysostom  at  Olbia,  xii.  477  seq. 

Diomedes,  return  of,  from  Troy,  i.  316. 

Diomedon ,  pursuit  of  Chians  by,  vii. 
375  ;  at  Teos  and  Lesbos,  vii.  383; 
at  Miletus  and  Chios,  vii.  385  seq. ; 
at  Samos,  viii.  28 ;  defeat  of,  by 
Kallikratidas,  viii.  169. 

Dion,  his  Dionysian  connection,  and 
character,  xi.  58  ;  Plato,  and  the 
Pythagoreans,  xi.  56  seq. ;  politi¬ 
cal  views  of,  xi.  58  seq. ;  maintains 
the  confidence  of  Dyonysius  the 
Elder  to  the  last,  xi.  61  ;  his  visits 
to  Peloponnesus  and  Athens,  xi. 
61  ;  conduct  of,  on  the  accession 
of  Dionysius  the  Younger,  xi.  64 
seq. ;  efforts  of,  to  improve  Diony¬ 
sius  the  Younger,  xi.  64  seq. ;  en¬ 
treats  Plato  to  visit  Dionysius  the 
Younger,  xi.  69 ;  and  Plato  urge 
Dionysius  the  Younger  to  reform 
himself,  xi.  73  ;  and  Plato,  in¬ 
trigues  of  Philistus  against,  xi.  76  ; 
alienation  of  Dionysius  the  Young¬ 
er  from,  xi.  77;  banishment  of,  xi. 
78 ;  property  of,  confiscated  by 
Dionysius  the  Younger,  xi.  82  ; 
resolution  of,  to  avenge  himself  on 
Dionysius  the  Younger,  and  free 
Syracuse,  xi.  82  seq.,  85  ;  forces  of, 
at  Zakynthus,  xi.  84,  87  ;  ex¬ 
pedition  of,  against  Dionysius  the 
Younger,  xi.  85  seq  ;  entry  of,  into 
Syracuse,  b.  c.  357,  xi.  92  seq. ; 
chosen  general  by  the  Syracusans, 
xi.  94  ;  captures  Epipola;  and  Eu- 
ryalus,  xi.  95 ;  blockade  of  Ortygia 
by,  xi.  95,  98,  114;  negotiations  of 
Dionysius  the  Younger  with,  xi. 
97,  104;  victory  of,  over  Dionysius 
the  Younger,  xi.  97  seq. ;  intrigues 
of  Dionysius  the  Younger  against, 
xi.  103;  suspicions  of  the  Syracu¬ 
sans  against,  xi.  10Q  103, 118  ,  and 


Herakleides,  xi.  101,  103,  112,  Ilf 
seq.,  121,  122;  deposition  and  re¬ 
treat  of,  from  Syracuse,  xi.  105  ; 
at  Leontini,  xi.  106,  108,  109  ;  re¬ 
pulse  of  Nepsius  and  rescue  of 
Syracuse  by,  xi.  108  seq. ;  entry  of, 
into  Syracuse,  b.  c.  356,  xi.  110; 
entry  of,  into  Ortygia,  xi.  117  ; 
conduct  of,  on  his  final  triumph, 
xi.  118  seq. ;  his  omission  to  grant 
freedom  to  Syracuse,  xi.  119  seq.  ; 
opposition  to,  as  dictator,  xi.  121 
seq.  ;  tyranny,  unpopularity  and 
disquietude  of,  xi.  122  seq. ;  death 
and  character  of,  xi.  123  seq.  ;  and 
Timoleon,  contrast  between,  xi. 
195  seq. 

Dionysia,  Attic,  i.  31,  iv.  69. 

Dionysiac  festival  at  Athens,  B.  c.  349, 
xi.  343. 

Dionysius,  Phokcean,  iv.  305  seq.,  309. 

Dionysius  the  Elder,  and  Konon,  ix. 
325  ;  demonstration  against,  at 
Olympia,  b.  c.  384,  x.  73  seq.,  xi. 
27  seq. :  triremes  of,  captured  by 
Iphikrates,  x.  151  ;  first  appearance 
of,  at  Syracuse,  x.  420  ;  movement 
of  the  Hermokratean  party  to  ele¬ 
vate,  x.  432  ;  harangue  of,  against 
the  Syracusan  generals  at  Agrigen 
turn,  x.  433  seq. ;  one  of  the  generals 
of  Syracuse,  x.  434  seq. ;  first  expe¬ 
dition  of,  to  Gela. x.438;  accusations 
of,  against  his  colleagues,  x.  439 ; 
election  of,  as  sole  general,  x.  440  ; 
stratagem  of,  to  obtain  a  body¬ 
guard,  x.  441  seq.  ;  establishes 
himself  as  despot  at  Syracuse,  x. 
444  seq.,  454  ;  second  expedition 
of,  to  Gela,  x.  447  seq. ;  charges 
of  treachery  against,  x.  451,456; 
mutiny  of  the  Syracusan  horsemen 
against,  x.  451  seq. :  and  lmilkon, 
peace  between,  x.  455  seq. ;  sym¬ 
pathy  of  Sparta  with,  x.  457  ; 
strong  position  of,  after  his  peace 
with  lmilkon,  x.  457  ;  fortification 
and  occupation  of  Ortygia  by,  x. 
458  seq. ;  re-distribution  of  property 
by,  x.  459  seq.  ;  exorbitant  ex¬ 
actions  of,  x.  461 ;  mutiny  of  the 
Syracusan  soldiers  against,  x  462 
seq. ;  besieged  in  Ortygia,  x.  4.62 
%etj. ;  strengthens  his  despotism,  x. 
466  seq.  ;  conquers  ./Etna,  Nax.us, 
Katana,  and  Leontini,  x.  467  ;  a i 
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Enna,  x.  468  ;  resolution  of,  to 
make  war  upon  Carthage,  b.  c. 
400,  x.  469  ;  additional  fortifica¬ 
tions  at  Syracuse  by,  x.  471  seq.  ; 
preparations  of,  for  war  with  Car¬ 
thage,  B.  c.  399-397,  x.  473,  477 
seq.  ;  improved  behavior  of,  to  the 
Syracusans,  b.  c.  399,  x.  473  ;  con¬ 
ciliatory  policy  of,  towards  the 
Greek  cities,  near  the  Strait  of 
Messene,  b.  c.  399,  x.  474  seq. ; 
marriage  of,  with  Doris  and  Aris- 
tomache,  x.  476,  480  ;  exhorts  the 
Syracusan  assembly  to  war  against 
Carthage,  x.  481  ;  permits  the 
plunder  of  the  Carthaginians  at 
Syracuse,  x.  482  ;  declares  war 
against  Carthage,  b.  c.  397,  x. 
483  ;  marches  against  the  Cartha¬ 
ginians  in  Sicily,  b.  c.397,  x.  483 
seq.  ;  siege  and  capture  of  Motye 
by,  x.  485  seq.  ;  revolt  of  the  Si- 
kels  from,  x.  494  ;  provisions  of, 
for  the  defence  of  Syracuse  against 
the  Carthaginians  b.  c.  396,  x.  494  ; 
naval  defeat  of,  near  Katana,  x. 
495  ;  retreat  of,  from  Katana  to 
Syracuse,  b.  c.  395,  x.  497  ;  Syra¬ 
cusan  naval  victory  over  the  Car¬ 
thaginians  in  the  absence  of,  x.  501 : 
speech  of  Theodorus  against,  x. 
501  seq.  ;  discontent  of  the  Syra¬ 
cusans  with,  b.  c.  395,  x.  501  seq  ; 
and  Pharakidas,  x.  504 ;  attacks 
the  Carthaginian  camp  before  Sy¬ 
racuse  and  sacrifices  his  mercena¬ 
ries,  x.  507 ;  success  of,  by  sea  and 
land  against  the  Carthaginians  be¬ 
fore  Syracuse,  x.  508 ;  secret  treaty 
of,  with  Imilkon  before  Syracuse, 

x.  510;  and  the  Iberians,  x.  510  ; 
capture  of  Libyans  by,  x.  510  ;  dif¬ 
ficulties  of,  from  his  mercenaries, 

xi.  2  ;  re-establishment  of  Messene 
by,  xi.  3  ;  conquests  of,  in  the  in¬ 
terior  of  Sicily,  b.  c.,  394,  xi.  4  ;  at 
Tauromenium,  xi.  5,  8  ;  and  the 
Sikels,  b.  c.  394-393,  xi.  5,  6  ;  de¬ 
claration  of  Agrigentum  against, 
B.  c.  393,  xi.  6  ;  victory  of,  near 
Abakaena,  xi.  6  ;  expedition  of, 
against  Rhegium,  B  c.  393,  xi.  7  ; 
repulses  Magon  at  Agyrium,  xi.  7  ; 
plans  of  against  the  Greek  cities 
in  southern  Italy,  xi.  8;  alliance 
of,  with  the  Lucanians  against  the 


Italiot  Greeks,  xi.  11  ;  attack 
upon  Rhegium,  b.  c.  390,  xi.  11  ; 
expedition  of,  against  the  Italiot 
Greeks,  b.  c.  389,  xi.  14  seq. ;  his 
capture  and  generous  treatment  of 
Italiot  Greeks,  xi.  15 ;  besieges  and 
grants  peace  to  Rhegium,  xi.  16 ; 
capture  of  Kaulonia  and  Hippo- 
nium  by,  xi  7  ;  capture  of  Rhe¬ 
gium  by,  xi.  .7,  18,  21  ;  cruelty  of, 
to  Phyton,  xi.  19;  and  Sparta, 
ascendancy  of,  b.  c.  387,  xi.  22 ; 
capture  of  Kroton,  by  xi.  23  ; 
schemes  of  for  conquests  in  Epirus 
and  Illyria,  xi.  23  ;  plunders  La- 
tium,  Etruria,  and  the  temple  of 
Agylla,  xi.  25  ;  poetical  composi¬ 
tions  of,  xi.  26  ;  dislike  and  dread 
of,  in  Greece,  xi.  25,  30  ;  harshness 
of,  to  Plato,  xi.  39;  new  construc¬ 
tions  and  improvements  by,  at  Sy¬ 
racuse,  b.  c.  387-383,  xi.  39  ;  re¬ 
news  the  war  with  Carthage,  b.  c. 
383,  xi.  41  seq. ;  disadvantageous 
peace  of,  with  Carthage,  b.  c  383, 
xi.  42  ;  projected  wall  of,  a- 
cross  the  Calabrian  peninsula,  xi. 
43  ;  relations  of,  with  Central 
Greece,  b.  c.  382-369,  xi.  44  ;  war 
of,  with  Carthage,  b.  c.  368,  xi.  44  ; 
gains  the  tragedy  prize  at  the 
Lenaean  festival  at  Athens,  xi.  46  ; 
death  and  character  of.  xi.  46  seq  , 
62  ;  family  left  by,  xi.  54,  62 ;  the 
good  opinion  of,  enjoyed  by  Diou 
to  the  last,  xi.  61  ;  drunken  habits 
of  his  descendants,  xi.  132. 

Dionysius  the  Younger ,  age  of,  at  his 
•  father’s  death,  xi.  55  n.  1  ;  accession 
and  character  of,  xi.  63  ;  Dion’s 
efforts  to  improve,  xi.  67  seq. ;  Pla¬ 
to’s  visits  to,  xi.  69  seq.,  80  seq. ; 
Plato’s  '^judicious  treatment  of, 
xi.  73  seq. ;  his  hatred  and  injuries 
to  Dion,  xi.  77,  78,  81  seq. ;  deten¬ 
tion  of  Plato  by,  xi.  79 ;  Dion’s 
expedition  against,  xi.  85  seq.  ; 
weakness  and  drunken  habits  of, 
xi.  87  ;  absence  of,  from  Syracuse, 
b.  c.  357,  xi.  89  ;  negotiations  of, 
with  Dion  and  the  Syracusans,  xi. 
96,  104  ;  defeat  of,  by  Dion,  xi.  97 
seq. ;  blockaded  in  Ortygia  by  Di¬ 
on,  xi.  98 ;  intrigues  of,  againsl 
Dion,  xi.  101,  103;  his  flight  to 
Lokri,  xi.  104  ;  return  of,  to  Syra 
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cuse,  xi.  133  ;  at  Lokri,  xi.  133  ;  his 
surrender  of  Ortygia  to  Timoleon, 

xi.  150;  at  Corinth,  xi.  151  seq. 

Dionysius  of  the  Pontic  Herakleia, 

xii.  465  seq. 

Dionysus,  worship  of,  i.  23,  24,  30,  33  ; 
legend  of,  in  the  Homeric  hymn 
to,  i.  34  ;  alteration  of  the  primi¬ 
tive  Grecian  idea  of,  i.  36  seq. 

Diopeithes,  xi.  450. 

Dioskuri,  i.  172. 

Diphifus  at  Naupaktus,  b.  c.  413, 
vii.  358. 

Diphridas,  in  Asia,  ix.  363. 

Dirke,  i.  263. 

Discussion,  growth  of,  among  the 
Greeks,  iv.  96. 

Dithyramb ,  iv.  88. 

Dddona ,  i.  396. 

Doloneia ,  ii.  178,  189. 

Dolonkians  and  Miltiades  the  first,  iv. 
117. 

Dorian  cities  in  Peloponnesus  about 
450  b.  c.,  ii.  298;  islands  in  the 
^Egean  and  the  Dorians  in  Argo- 
lis,  ii.  323  ;  immigration  to  Pelo¬ 
ponnesus,  ii.  303  ;  settlers  at  Argos 
and  Corinth,  ii.  308  seq.,  311  ;  set¬ 
tlement  in  Sparta,  ii.  328 ;  allot¬ 
ment  of  land  at  Sparta,  ii.  416; 
mode,  the,  ii.  433,  iii.  212  ;  states, 
inhabitants  of,  iii.  31  ;  tribes  at 
Sikyon,  names  of,  iii.  32,35. 

Dorians,  early  accounts  of,  103  seq.,  ii. 
2  ;  mythical  title  of,  to  the  Pelopon¬ 
nesus.  ii.  6  ;  their  .occupation  of 
Argos,  Sparta,  Messenia,  and  Co¬ 
rinth,  ii.  8l9  ;  early  Kretan,  ii.310; 
in  Argolis  and  the  Dorian  islands 
in  the  ^Ege&n,  ii.  323 ;  of  Sparta 
and  Stenyklerus,  ii.  326  seq. ;  di¬ 
vided  into  three  tribes,  ii.  361  ; 
Messenian,  ii.  438 ;  Asiatic,  iii. 
201,  202  ;  of  Egina,  iv.  172. 

Doric  dialect,  ii.  337  seq.,  iv  87  ;  emi¬ 
grations,  ii.  25  seq. 

Dorieus  the  Spartan  Prince,  aid  of, 
to  Kinyps,  iv.  39 ;  and  the  Kroto- 
niates,  iv.  415,  416;  Sicily  v.  207. 

Dorieus  the  Rhodian,  vii.  394,  viii. 
116,  117 ;  capture  and  liberation 
of,  viii.  159;  treatment  of,  by  the 
Athenians  and  Lacedaemonians,  ix. 
273  seq. ;  and  Hermokrates  in  the 
iEgean,  x.  385. 

Doris ,  i.  102,  ii.  289. 
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Doris,  wife  of  Dionysius,  x.  476, 48k 

Doristcus ,  Xerxes  at,  v.  31  seq. 

Dorkis ,  v.  256,  257. 

Dorus,  i.  99  seq. 

Drako  and  his  laws,  iii.  73  seq. 

Dramatic  genius,  development  of,  at 
Athens,  viii.  31  7  seq. 

D-anqiana,  Alexander  in,  xii.  190  seq., 
191. 

Drepane ,  i.  239. 

Dryopians,  settlements  of.  formed  by 
sea,  ii.  310. 

Dryopis ,  ii.  289. 

Duketius,  the  Sikel  prince,  iii.  374, 
vii.  122  seq. 

Dymanes,  Hylleis,  and  Pamphvli,  ii. 
360. 

Dyrrachium,  iii.  407  seq. 

E. 

Earliest  Greeks ,  residences  of,  ii.  108 
seq. 

Early  poets ,  historical  value  of,  ii.  45 

Echemus,  i.  95,  177. 

Echidna,  i.  7. 

Eclipse  of  the  sun  in  a  battle  between 
Medes  and  Lydians,  iii.  231  ;  of 
the  moon,  b.  c.  413,  vii.  315;  of 
the  moon,  b.  c.  331,  xii.  151. 

Edda,  the,  i.  479. 

Edessa ,  the  dynasty  of,  iv.  13,  17. 

Eetioneia,  fort  at,  viii.  57,  63  ;  viii.  67. 

Egesta,  application  of,  to  Athens,  vii. 
145  seq. ;  application  of,  to  Car¬ 
thage,  x.  401  seq. ;  Syracusan  at¬ 
tack  upon,  x.  489  ;  barbarities  of 
Agathokles  at,  xii.  445. 

Egypt ,  influence  of,  upon  the  religion 
of  Greece,  i.  24,  29,  31  ;  the  open¬ 
ing  of,  to  Grecian  commerce,  i. 
365 ;  ante-Hellenic  colonies  from, 
to  Greece  not  probable,  ii.  267  ; 
Solon’s  visit  to,  iii.  148 ;  Herodo 
tus’s  account  of,  iii.  308  seq. ;  an¬ 
tiquity  of,  iii.  31 1 ;  peculiar  physical 
and  moral  features  of,  iii.  311;  large 
town-population  in,  iii.  319  ;  pro 
found  submission  of  the  people  in, 
iii.,  320, 32  L ;  worship  of  animals  in, 
iii.  322  ;  relations  of,  with  Assyria, 
iii.  324  ;  archaeology  and  chronolo¬ 
gy  of,  iii.  339  seq. ;  and  Kyrene,  iv. 
42 ;  Persian  expedition  from,  a- 
gainst  Barka,  iv.  49  ;  Kambyses’s 
invasion  and  conquest  of,  iv.  219; 
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fevolt  and  reeonquest  of,  under 
Xerxes,  v.  3  ;  defeat  and  losses  of 
the  Athenians  in,  v.  333  ;  unavail¬ 
ing  efforts  of  Persia  to  reconquer, 
x.  13;  Agesilaus  and  Chabrias  in, 
x.  362  seq.,  reconquest  of,  by 
Ochus,  xi.  439;  march  of  Alex¬ 
ander  towards,  xii.  141,  142,  145; 
Alexander  in,  xii.  146  seq. 

Egyptians,  ethnography  of,  iii.  264 : 
contrasted  with  Greeks,  Pheni- 
cians,  and  Assyrians,  iii.  304  ;  and 
Ethiopians,  iii.  313;  effect  of,  ou 
the  Greek  mind,  iii.  343. 

Eileithyia ,  i.  10. 

Eton,  capture  of,  by  Kimon,  v.  295 
seq.,  defended  by  Thucydides  a- 
gainst  Brasidas,  vi.  411  ,  Kleon  at, 
vi.  471. 

Ekbatana ,  foundation  of,  iii.  228  ;  Da¬ 
rius  at,  xii.  180  ;  Alexander  at,  y.ii. 
181  seq.  246  seq  ;  Parmenio  at, 
xii.  181,  196  seq. 

Ekdikns ,  expedition  of.  to  Rhodes,  ix. 

363. 

Ekklesia ,  Athenian,  iv.  139. 

Elcea,  iii.  191. 

Elceus ,  escape  of  the  Athenian  squad¬ 
ron  from  Sestos  to,  viii.  106,  Minda- 
rus  and  Thrasyllus  at,  viii.  109, 113. 

Elateia .  refortification  of,  by  Philip, 
xi.  483. 

Elatns ,  i.  178. 

Elea ,  Phokman  colony  at,  iv.  206 ;  vii. 
127 

Eleatic  school,  viii.  343  seq.,  369. 

Elegiac  verse  of  Kallinus,  Tyrtaeus, 
and  Mimnermus,  iv.  78. 

Eleian  genealogy,  i.  138,  141 

Eleians  excluded  from  the  Isthmian 
games,  i.  140;  and  the  Olympic 
games,  ii.  10,  321  ;  and  Pisatans,  ii. 
434,  439 ;  their  exclusion  of  the 
Lacedaemonians  from  the  Olympic 
festival,  vii.  57  seq. ;  desert  the  Ar- 
geian  allies,  vii.  76 ;  and  Arca¬ 
dians,  x.  314  seq.,  324  ;  exclusion 
of,  from  the  Olympic  festival,  b  c. 

364,  x.  318  seq. 

Elektra  and  Thaumas,  progeny  of,  i.  7. 

Elektryon ,  death  of,  i.  92. 

Eleusinian  mysteries,  i.  38,  41,  43  ;  al¬ 
leged  profanation  of,  by  Alkibi- 
ades  and  others,  vii.  175  seq.,  211 
seq. ;  celebration  of,  protected  by 
Alkibiades,  viii,  150. 


Eleusinians,  seizure  and  execution 
by  the  Thirty  at  Athens,  viii 
267. 

Eleusis ,  temple  of,  i.  40 ;  importance 
of  mysteries  to,  i.  43  ;  early  inde¬ 
pendence  of,  iii.  71 ;  retirement  of 
the  Thirty  to,  viii.  266  ;  capture  of 

viii.  274. 

Eleutheria ,  institution  of,  at  Plataea. 

v.  189. 

Elis,  genealogy  of,  i.  137,  139;  Oxy- 
lus  and  the  ^Etolians  at,  ii.  9; 
Pisa,  Triphyiia,  and  Lepreum,  ii. 
439,  440  ;  formation  of  the  city  of, 
v.  315;  revolt  of,  from  Sparta  to 
Argos,  vii.  18  seq.;  and  Lepreum, 

vii.  18;  and  Sparta,  war  between, 

ix.  224  seq.;  claim  of,  to  Triphy¬ 
iia  and  the  Pisatid,  x.  260  seq, 
313  ;  alienation  of,  from  the  Arca¬ 
dians,  x.  260;  alliance  of,  with 
Sparta  and  Achaia,  x.  313. 

Elymi ,  iii.  349. 

Emigrants  to  Ionia,  the,  ii.  21  seq. 
Emigration,  early,  from  Greece,  iii. 
349. 

Emigrations  consequent  on  the  Dori¬ 
an  occupation  of  the  Peloponne¬ 
sus,  ii.  12;  jEolic,  Ionic,  and  Do¬ 
ric,  ii.  19  seq. 

EmpedoklSs ,  i.  424  seq.,  vii.  127, 

viii.  340. 

Emporice ,  xii.  455. 

Endius ,  viii.  122  seq. 

Endymidn,  stories  of,  i.  137. 

Eneti ,  the,  i.  319. 

England,  her  government  of  horde 
pendencies  compared  with  the 
Athenian  empire  vi.  48  n. 

Anienes ,  ii.  286. 

Enna,  Dionysius  at,  x.  468 
Ennea  Hodoi ,  v  310,  vi.  12. 

Endmoties ,  ii.  456  seq. 

Entella ,  Syracusan  attack  upon.  X. 

490,  497. 

Eos ,  i.  6. 

Epaminondas ,  and  the  conspiracy 
against  the  philo  Laconian  oligar¬ 
chy  at  Thebes,  x.  81,  87,  124  seq.; 
training  and  character  of,  x.  121 
seq.;  and  Pelopidas,  x.  121  ;  and 
Kallistratus,  x.  164,  288 ;  and 
Agesilaus  at  the  congress  at  Spar¬ 
ta,  x.  167  seq.,  173 ;  at  Leuktra,  x. 
179;  and  Orchomenus,  x.  194; 
proceedings  and  views  of,  after  the 
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battle  of  Leuktra,  x.  213  seq  ;  ex¬ 
peditions  of,  into  Pelopon.iesus, 
X.  215  seq.,  x.  254  seq.,  266  seq., 
843  seq.  ;  foundation  of  Megalopo¬ 
lis  and  Messene  by,  x.  224  seq. ;  his 
retirement  from  Peloponnesus,  x. 
233 ;  his  trial  of  accountability,  x. 
239  seq.]  mildness  of,  x.  259  ;  and 
the  Theban  expedition  to  Thessa¬ 
ly,  to  rescue  Pelopidas,  x.  283,  285 ; 
mission  of,  to  Arcadia,  x.  288  ; 
Theban  fleet  and  naval  expedi¬ 
tion  under,  x.  303  seq. ;  and  Mene- 
kleidas,  x.  268,  304  seq. ;  and  the 
destruction  of  Orchomenus,  x.  312 ; 
and  the  arrest  of  Arcadians  by 
the  Theban  harmost  at  Tegea,  x. 
826  seq.;  attempted  surprise  of 
Mantinea  by  the  cavalry  of,  x.  332 
seq. ;  at  the  battle  of  Mantinea,  x. 
335  seq. ;  death  of,  x.  346  seq.,  char¬ 
acter  of,  x.  351  seq. 

Epeians,  i.  138,  141  seq.,  ii.  12. 

Epeius  of  Panopeus,  i.  302,  312. 
EpeunaJctce ,  iii.  387. 

Ephesus,  iii.  180  seq.;  capture  of,  by 
Croesus,  iii.  260 ;  defeat  of  Thra- 
syllus  at,  viii.  129;  Lysander  at, 
viii.  152,  215;  capture  of,  by  Alex¬ 
ander,  xii.  90. 

Ephetce,  iii.  77,  79  seq. 

Ephialtes ,  the  Al6id,\.  136. 

Ephialtes ,  the  general ,  xii.  46,  95,  97. 
Ephialtes ,  the  statesman ,  v.  366,  372 ; 
and  Perikles,  constitution  of  dikas- 
teries  by,  v.  357  seq. ;  judicial  re¬ 
form  of,  v.  368. 

Ephors,  Spartan,  ii.  350,  352  seq., 
358,  vii.  24;  appointment  of,  at 
Athens,  viii.  236. 

Ephorus ,  i.  409,  ii.  369. 

Ep  ic  cycle ,  ii.  122  seq. 

Epic  poems ,  lost,  ii.  121;  recited  in 
public,  not  read  in  private,  ii.  135  ; 
variations  in  the  mode  of  reciting, 
ii.  141  seq ;  long,  besides  the  Iliad 
and  Odyssey,  ii.  156. 

Epic  poetry  in  early  Greece,  ii.  118 
seq. 

Epic  poets  and  their  dates,  ii.  122. 
Epic  of  the  middle  ages,  i.  481. 

Epical  localities,  transposition  of,  i. 
245 ;  age  preceding  the  lyrical, 
iv.  74. 

Epicharmus,  i.  376  n. 

Epidamnus,  iii  407  seq  ;  and  the  Il¬ 


lyrians,  iv.  6  seq.;  foundation  of, 
vi.  51 ;  application  of  the  democra¬ 
cy  at,  to  Korkyra  and  Corinth,  vi. 
52 ;  attacked  by  the  Korkyraeans, 

vi.  53 ;  expeditions  from  Corinth 
to,  vi.  53. 

Epidaurus ,  attack  of  Argos  and 
Athens  upon,  vii.  64,  68 ;  ravaged 
by  the  Argeians,  vii.  69 ;  Lacedae¬ 
monian  movements  in  support  of, 

vii.  69;  attempts  of  the  Argeians 
to  storm,  vii.  70 ;  operations  of 
the  Argeian  allies  near,  vii.  90; 
evacuation  of  the  fort  at,  vii.  97. 

Epigoni,  the,  i.  278,  ii.  130  n. 

2. 

Epimenides ,  visit  of,  to  Athens,  i.  28 

Epimenides  of  Krete ,  iii.  87  seq. 

Epimetheus ,  i.  6,  74. 

Epipolce,  vii.  245 ;  intended  occupa 
tion  of,  by  the  Syracusans,  vii 
247  ;  occupation  of,  by  the  Athe¬ 
nians,  vii.  247  ;  defeat  of  the  Athe¬ 
nians  at,  vii.  272;  Demosthenes’s 
night-attack  upon,  vii.  305  seq. ; 
capture  of  by  Dion,  xi.  95 ;  cap¬ 
ture  of,  by  Timoleon,  xi.  160. 

Epirots ,  ii.  233,  iii.  351,  413  seq.; 
attack  of,  upon  Akarnania,  vi.  193 
seq. 

Epirus ,  discouraging  to  Grecian  col¬ 
onization,  iii.  417 ;  Dionysius’s 
schemes  of  conquest  in,  xi.  23; 
government  of  Olympias  in,  xii. 
394,  395  n.  2. 

Epi states,  iv.  138. 

Epitadas,  vi.  334,  345  seq. ;  342. 

Epitadeus,  the  Ephor,  ii.  406. 

Epodus ,  introduction  of,  iv.  89. 

Epyaxa,  and  Cyrus  the  Younger, 
ix.  18. 

Erce,  revolt  of,  from  Athens,  vii, 
375. 

Erasinides ,  trial  and  imprisonment 
of,  viii.  180. 

Eratosthenes,  viii.  248,  272,  292. 

Erechtheion ,  restoration  of,  vi.  21. 

Erechtheus,  i.  191  seq  ,  198,  204. 

Eresus ,  Thrasyllus  at,  viii.  101. 

Eretria,  iii.  164  seq.,  170  seq.  *  assist¬ 
ance  of,  to  the  Milesians,  Iv.  290; 
siege  and  capture  of,  by  Datis,  iv. 
331  seq.;  fate  of  captives  taken 
by  Datis  at,  iv.  362 ;  naval  defeat 
of  the  Athenians  near  viii.  71  seq. ; 
Phokion  at,  xi.  J39  seq. ;  Philip- 
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pizing  faction  at,  xi.  449;  libera¬ 
tion  of,  xi.  452. 

Eryokles,  ix.  368  n.  1. 

Eryophilus ,  x.  369  seq. 

Enchthonius. ,  i.  192,  196,  285. 

Eriphyle,  i.  272  seq. 

Eros.  i.  4 ;  and  Aphrodite,  function 
of,  i.  5. 

Erytheia.  i.  249. 

Erythrce ,  iii.  187,  vii.  371. 

Eryx ,  defeat  of  Dionysius  at,  xi  45. 
Eryxd  and  Learchus,  iv.  43. 

Eteokles,  i.  128,  267,  280. 

Eteon/kus ,  expulsion  of,  from  Thasos, 
viii.  127;  at  Mitvlene,  viii.  170; 
escape  of,  from  Mitvlene  to  Chios, 
viii.  174,  190;  at  Chios,  viii.  211 ; 
removal  of,  from  Chios  to  Ephesus, 
viii.  213;  in  AEgina,  ix.  372,  375. 
Ethiopians  and  Egyptians,  iii.  313. 
Etruria ,  plunder  of,  by  Dionysius,  xi. 
25. 

Eucephnus  and  Polychares,  ii.  426. 
Eubtea,  iii.  163  seq,;  resolution  of 
Greeks  to  oppose  Xerxes  at  the 
strait  on  the  north  of,  v.  71 ;  ad¬ 
vance  of  the  Persian  fleet  to,  v. 
102;  revolt  and  reconquest  of,  by 
Perikles,  v.  349 ;  application  from, 
to  Agis,  vii.  364 ;  revolt  of,  from 
Athens,  b  c.  411,  viii.  73;  Pelo- 
onnesian  fleet  summoned  from, 
y  Mindarus,  viii.  II!  ;  bridge 
joining  Bceotia  and,  viii.  112,  118; 
rescued  from  Thebes  by  Athens, 
B.  c.  358,  xi.  216  seq.;  revolt  of, 
from  Athens,  B.  C.  350-349,  xi.  339 
seq.;  intrigues  of  Philip  in,  xi. 
339  ;  expedition  of  Phokion  to,  B. 
c.  342,  xi  340  seq. ;  hostilities  in, 
B.  c.  349-348,  xi.  345;  Philippi- 
/ing  factions  in,  b.  c.  342,  xi.  449 ; 
expedition  of  Phokion  to,  B.  C. 
341,  xi.  452. 

Exibcca  in  Sicily ,  v.  215. 

Euboic  scale ,  ii.  319,  324,  iii.  171. 
Euboic  synod ,  xi.  453. 

Enbidus ,  xi.  277,  308.  366,  368,  394. 
Eudamidas ,  x  58,  65. 

Eucmerus's  treatment  of  mythes,  i. 
411. 

Eucnus,  i.  112. 

Eukleides,  archonship  of,  viii.  280, 
309. 

Fukles,  vi.  407,  409,  413  seq. 
Eumachus,  xii.  438,  439 


Enmelus  of  Bosporus ,  xii.  484  seq. 

Eumelus  the  poet ,  i.  120  seq. 

Eumenes,  xii.  74;  and  HephsestioQ. 
xii.  246;  and  Perdikkas,  xii.  320 ; 
victory  of,  over  Kraterus  and  Ne- 
optolemus,  xii.  336  seq.;  attempts 
of,  to  uphold  Alexander’s  dynasty 
in  Asia,  xii.  340  seq, ;  and  Anti 
gonus,  xii.  337. 

Eumenides ,  Aeschylus’s,  and  the  Are* 
opagus,  iii.  80  n. 

Eumolpus,  i.  202  seq. 

Eunornus ,  ix.  374. 

Eupatridce ,  iii.  72  seq. 

Euphaes.  ii.  426. 

Euphemus ,  speech  of,  at  Katnario% 
vii.  231. 

Euphiletus  and  Meletus,  vii.  204- 

Euphroms ,  xi.  206,  448. 

Euphrates.  Cyrus  the  Younger  at, 
ix.  31 ;  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeka 
at,  ix.  103 ;  Alexander  at,  xii.  150, 
250. 

Euphron ,  x.  269  seq 

Euripedes ,  faults  imputed  to,  i. 
seq. ;  story  about  the  dramas  of, 
and  the  Athenian  prisoners  in  Si¬ 
cily,  vii.  346 ;  number  of  tragedies 
by,  viii.  319  n. ;  JEschylus  and  So- 
phokles,  viii.  322  seq. ;  and  Dekam* 
nichus,  x.  47. 

Euripides ,  financial  proposal  of,  ix. 
380  n. 

Euripus ,  bridge  across,  viii.  112, 
118 

Eurdpa ,  i.  218  seq.,  527. 

Eurotas ,  crossed  by  Epaminondas, 
218. 

Euryalus,  Hamilkar’s  attempt  on,  xii 

423. 

Eurybatis,  v.  49. 

Eurybiades ,  v.  75,  120  seq. 

Eurydike ,  widow  of  Amvntas,  x 
250. 

Eurydilce ,  granddaughter  of  Philip, 
xii.  333,  334.  337. 

Euryleon,  v.  207. 

Eurylochus ,  vi.  301,  302,  304,  305. 

Erymedon ,  victories  of  the.  v.  308. 

Eurymedon  at  Korkyra,  vi.  274  seq.; 
and  Sophokles,  expedition  of,  to 
Korkyra  and  Sicily,  vi.  316  seq. ; 
360  seq. ;  at  Pylus,  vi.  322  seq., 
333 ;  expeditions  of,  to  Sicily,  va. 
133,  136,  287;  return  of,  froO 
Sicily  to  Athens,  vii.  139 
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HLwynomi  and  Zeus,  offspring  of,  i. 

10. 

Euiyptolemus ,  viii.  177  n.,  184,  197, 
200  seq. 

E'trypylus,  i.  301. 

Eurysthcus ,  i.  91.  92,  93,  94. 

Eurytos,  i.  139,  151. 

Eurytus,  v.  94. 

Eutcea ,  Agesilaus  at,  B.  c.  370,  x. 
211. 

Euthydemvs ,  Plato’s,  viii.  392  n. 
Euthylcrates  and  Lasthenes,  xi.  351, 
352. 

Euxine,  Greek  settlements  on,  iii. 
236  ;  iv.  27,  ix.  121 ;  first  sight  of, 
by  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks,  ix. 
Ill  ;  indigenous  tribes  on,  ix.  122; 
the  Greeks  on,  and  the  Ten  Thou¬ 
sand,  ix.  123  seq.;  Xenophon’s 
idea  of  founding  a  new  city  on  the, 
ix.  132  seq. 

EvadnS ,  i.  278. 

Evagoras ,  ix.  364,  374,  x.  14  seq. 


F. 

Family  tie,  in  legendary  Greece,  ii. 

83;  rites  in  Greece,  iii.  51. 

Fates ,  i.  7  ;  and  Croesus,  iv.  195 
seq. 

Ferdousi ,  Persian  epic  of,  i.  641. 
Festivals ,  Grecian,  i.  51,  ii.  228,  iv. 
53,  67  seq.,  71  seq. ;  at  Athens,  viii. 
324. 

Fiction ,  plausible,  i.  435  ;  ii.  51. 
Fictitious  matter  in  Creek  tradition, 
i.  433. 

Financial  changes ,  Kleisthenean,  iv. 
137. 

Five  Thousand ,  the,  at  Athens,  viii. 

31,  54  n.,  61,  75  n.  1,  78  seq. 
Flaying  alive  by  Persians  and  Turks, 
iv.  293  n.  2. 

Fleece ,  Golden ,  legend  of,  i.  123. 

Flute,  use  of,  in  Sparta,  iv.  87. 
Fortification  of  towns  in  early  Greece, 
ii  108  seq.;  of  the  Grecian  camp 
in  the  Iliad,  ii.  186. 

Four  Hundred ,  the  oligarchy  of,  viii. 
30  seq. 

Frenzy,  religious,  of  women,  i.  30 
seq. 

Funeral  ceremony  at  Athens  over 
slain  warriors,  vi.  31  ;  orations, 
besides  that  of  Periklfjs,  vi.  142 

45* 


n. :  obsequies  of  Hephaestion,  xit. 
252,  254. 

Funerals ,  Solon’s  regulations  about 
iii.  140. 


G. 

Gudes,  iii.  271  seq. ;  voyage  from 
Corinth  to,  in  the  seventh  and 
sixth  centuries  b.  c.,  iii.  277. 

Gcea,  i.  4,  6,  9. 

Gcesylus,  xi.  116. 

Games,  Olympic,  i.  100,  ii.  241  seq., 
317  seq.,  iv.  55  seq.;  Isthmian,  i. 
124,  ii.  306  n.  1,  iv.  65;  the  four 
great  Grecian,  ii.  240,  iv.  67,  80 
seq. ;  Solon’s  rewards  to  victors  at, 
iii.  141 ;  Pythian,  iv.  58,  64  seq. ; 
Nemean,  iv.  65. 

Gamori,  iii.  30 ;  at  Syracuse,  v.  206 
Gargaphia,  fountain  of,  v.  165  n.  3. 
Gaugamela,  battle  of,  xii.  155  seq. 
Gauls ,  embassy  of,  to  Alexander,  xii. 
28 ;  invasion  of  Greece  by,  xii. 
390. 

Gaza,  capture  of,  by  Alexander,  xii. 

142  seq. 

Gedrosia,  Alexander  in  xii.  200,  236. 
Gela,  v.  208;  and  Syracuse,  before 
b.  c.  500,  v.  204 ;  Kleander  of,  v. 
208;  Gelo,  despot  of,  v.  213  seq.; 
congress  of  Sicilian  cities  at,  vii. 
137  ;  and  Hannibal’s  capture  of  Se- 
linus,  x.  408 ;  expeditions  of  Dio¬ 
nysius  to,  x.  538,  439,  447  seq.; 
capture  of,  by  Imilkon,  x.  447  seq.^ 
Timoleon  and  the  fresh  coloniza¬ 
tion  of.  xi.  187 ;  Agathokles  at, 
xii.  408. 

Geleontes ,  iii.  51. 

Gelo,  v.  67,  204-239. 

Geloni,  iii.  244. 

Gelonian  dynasty,  fall  of,  v.  233  ;  citi¬ 
zens  of  Syracuse,  v.  234  seq. 
Genealogies,  Grecian,  i.  80  seq.,  448j 
Argeian,  i.  81,  mythical,  i.  / 91, 
445  seq. ;  Egyptian,  i.  448 ;  Clin¬ 
ton’s  vindication  of,  ii.  37  seq. 
Genealogy ,  Corinthian,  of  Eumelus, 
i.  120  seq.;  of  Orchomenos,  i.  127 
seq. ;  Eleian,  i.  139;  ACtolian,  i 

143  ;  Laconian,  i.  168  ;  MessGniau 
i.  171  ;  Arcadian,  i  173. 

Generals,  Kleisthenean,  iv.  136. 

Genies ,  Attic,  iii.  53  seq.,  iii.  66  seq 
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analogy  between  those  of  Greece 
and  other  nations,  iii  58  seq. ;  Gre¬ 
cian,  patronymic  names  of,  iii.  63  ; 
difference  between  Grecian  and 
Roman,  iii.  65  ;  non-members  of, 
under  Solon,  iii.  133. 

Geographical  knowledge,  Hesiodic 
and  Homeric,  ii.  114;  views  of 
Alexander,  xii.  232  n.  1. 

Geography ,  fabulous,  i.  245  seq. ;  Ho¬ 
meric,  iii.  204  ;  of  the  retreat  of  the 
Ten  Thousand,  ix.  115  seq. 

Geological  features  of  Greece,  ii. 
215. 

Geomori,  iii.  30,  72. 

Gergis ,  iii.  197  ;  Derkyllidas  at,  ix. 
212. 

Gergithes ,  iii.  197. 

German  progress  brought  about  by 
violent  external  influences,  i.  463; 
mythes,  i.  464. 

Gerontes ,  ii.  66. 

Geronthroe ,  conquest  of,  ii.  419. 

Gerydn,  i.  7,  249. 

Getce,  Alexander’s  defeat  of,  xii.  24. 

Gigantes ,  birth  of,  i.  5,  9  n. 

Gillus,  iv.  258. 

Giskon,  x.  401,  403  n.,  xi.  180. 

Glaukce ,  xii.  230. 

Glauke ,  i.  117. 

Glaukon,  discourse  of,  in  Plato’s  Re¬ 
public,  viii.  391. 

Glaukus ,  i.  224. 

Gnomic ,  Greek  poets,  iv.  90  seq. 

Gnomon ,  whence  obtained  by  the 
Greeks,  iii.  345. 

Goddesses ,  and  gods,  twelve  great,  i. 
10. 

Gods ,  Grecian,  how  conceived  by  the 
Greeks,  i.  3  seq.,  347  seq. ;  and 
dsemons,  i.  425  seq. ;  and  men,  i. 
449. 

Golden  Fleece ,  legend  of,  i.  123. 

Golden  race ,  the,  i.  65. 

Gongylus,  the  Corinthian,  vii.  265,  271. 

Good ,  etc.,  meaning  of,  in  early 
Greek  writers,  ii.  64 ;  double  sense 
of  the  Greek  and  Latin  equivalents 
of,  iii.  45  n.  4. 

Gordian  knot,  Alexander  cuts  the 
xii.  104. 

Gordiutn ,  Alexander’s  march  from, 
xii.  111. 

Gordius ,  legend  of,  iii.  217. 

Gorgias  of  Leontini,  vii.  128,  132, 
viii.  369,  382. 

Yol.  12  23 


Gorgons ,  i.  90. 

Goradvas  at  iEgina,  ix.  373  seq. 

Government  of  historical  and  legenda¬ 
ry  Greece,  ii.  60  seq. ;  heroic,  it 
75  ;  earliest  changes  of,  in  Greece, 

iii.  4  seq.;  kingly,  iii.  5  seq.; 
change  from  monarchical  to  oligar¬ 
chic^  in  Greece,  iii.  15  seq. 

Governments ,  Grecian,  weakness  ot, 

iv.  152. 

Graces ,  the,  i.  10 

Greece,  i.  7. 

Groeci,  ii.  269. 

Grcecia  Magna,  iii.  399. 

Groeco- Asiatic  cities,  xii.  271. 

Granikus,  battle  of  the,  xii.  80  seq.; 
Athenians  captured  at  the,  xii, 
105. 

Graphe  Paranomdn  v.  375  seq. ;  ab¬ 
olition  of,  B.  C.  411,  viii.  36. 

Grecian  mythes,  i.  51,  426  seq. ;  gene¬ 
alogies,  i.  80  seq. ;  mythology, 
sources  of  our  information  on,  L 
106  ;  intellect,  expansive  force  o£ 
i.  362 ;  progress  between  b.  o.  700 
and  500,  i.  365  seq. ;  antiquity,  L 
445,  448 ;  genealogies,  i.  447 ; 
townsman,  intellectual  acquisitions 
of  a,  i.  458  ;  poetry,  matchless,  i. 
463  ;  progress  self-operated,  i.  463; 
mythology,  how  it  would  have 
been  affected  by  the  introduction 
of  Christianity,  b.  c.  500,  i.  467; 
mythes,  proper  treatment  of,  i.  487 
seq.;  computation  of  time,  ii.  115 
n.  2  ;  festivals,  intellectual  influence 
of,  ii.  228  ;  history,  first  and  second 
periods  of,  ii.  270  seq.,  iv.  52; 
opinion,  change  in,  on  the  decision 
of  disputes  by  champions,  ii.  451  ; 
states,  growing  communion  of, 
between  b.  c.  600  and  547,  ii  461 ; 
“faith,”  iii.  115;  settlements  on 
the  Euxine,  iii.  236 ;  marine  and 
commerce,  growth  of,  iii.  336  ;  colo¬ 
nies  in  Southern  Italy,  iii.  374  seq.; 
world  about  560  B.  c.,  iii.  398  ;  his 
tory,  want  of  unity  in,  iv.  51,  52 
games,  influence  of,  upon  the  Greek 
mind,  iv.  70  seq  ;  art,  beginnings 
and  importance  of,  iv.  98  seq.; 
architecture,  iv.  99  ;  governments, 
weakness  of,  iv.  152;  world,  in 
the  Thirty  years’  truce,  vi.  47 ; 
and  barbarian  military  feeling, 
contrast  between,  vi.  446 ;  youtt 


GREECE. 


035 


GREEK. 


•ooetv  and  conversation  of,  vii.  33 
n. ;  states,  complicated  relations 
among,  b.  c.  420,  vii.  52,  and  b.  c. 
366,  x.  292;  philosophy,  negative 
side  of,  viii.  345 ;  dialectics,  their 
many-sided  handling  of  subjects, 
viii.  454  seq. ;  states  embassies 
from,  at  Pella,  b.  c.  346,  xi.  404 
seq. ;  captives,  mutilated,  at  Perse- 
polis,  xii.  173;  history,  bearing  of 
Alexander’s  Asiatic  campaigns 
on,  xii.  179  seq.;  mercenaries  un¬ 
der  Darias,  xii.  183,  184,  188,  189; 
envoys  with  Darius,  xii.  189 ; 
world,  state  of,  b.  c.  334,  xii.  275 ; 
exiles,  Alexander’s  rescript  direct¬ 
ing  the  recall  of,  xii.  310  seq. 

Greece ,  legends  of,  originally  isolated, 
afterwards  thrown  into  scries,  i. 
105 ;  legendary  and  historical, 
state  of  society  and  manners  in,  ii. 
57-118,  subterranean  course  of 
rivers  in,  ii.  218 ;  difficulty  of  land 
communication  in,  ii.  220  ;  acces¬ 
sibility  of,  by  sea,  ii.  222  ;  islands 
and  colonies  of,  ii.  224;  difference 
between  the  land -states  and  sea- 
states  in,  ii.  225 ;  effects  of  the 
configuration  of,  ii.  226  seq.;  min¬ 
eral  and  other  productions  of,  ii. 
229  seq  ;  climate  of,  ii.  232  ;  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  inhabitants  of 
different  parts  of,  ii.  233 ;  ante- 
Hellenic  inhabitants  of,  ii.  261  ; 
discontinuance  of  kingship  in,  iii. 
7;  anti-monarchical  sentiment  of, 

iii.  11  seq.,  iv.  176 ;  the  voyage  from, 
to  Italy  or  Sicily,  iii.  361  ;  seven 
wise  men  of,  iv.  94  seq. ;  first  ad¬ 
vance  of,  towards  systematic  con¬ 
junction,  iv.  174;  probable  conse¬ 
quences  of  a  Persian  expedition 
against,  before  that  against  Scythia, 

iv.  261  seq. ;  on  the  eve  of  Xerx¬ 
es's  invasion,  v.  57,  60  :  first  separa¬ 
tion  of,  into  two  distinct  parties, 

v.  262  seq.,  290 ;  proceedings  in 
central,  between  b.  c.  470-464,  v. 
312;  state  of  feeling  in,  between 
B.  C.  445-431,  vi.  76  ;  bad  morality 
of  the  rich  and  great  in,  vi.  284  ; 
atmospherical  disturbances  in, 
B.  c.  427,  vi.  293  ;  warlike  prepara¬ 
tions  in,  during  the  winter  of  b.  c. 
414—413,  vii.  287 ;  alteration  of 
feeling  in,  after  the  capture  of 


Athens  by  Lysander.  viii.  259,  264* 
275  ;  disgust  in,  at  the  Thirty  at 
Athens,  viii.  262 ;  degradation  of, 
by  the  peace  of  Antalkidas.  x.  2 
seq.,  10;  effect  of  the  battle  of 
Leuktra  on,  x.  184,  185,  193;  re¬ 
lations  of  Dionysius  with,  b.  c. 
382-369,  xi.  44 :  state  of,  B.  C.  360 
-359,  xi.  197  ;  decline  of  citizen- 
soldiership  and  increase  of  merce¬ 
naries  in,  after  the  Peloponnesian 
war,  xi.  280  seq. ;  effect  of  the 
peace  and  alliance  between  Philip 
and  Athens  upon,  xi.  430  ;  move¬ 
ments  and  intrigues  of  Philip 
throughout,  after  b.  c  346,  xi.  443 
seq.;  state  of,  on  Alexander’s  ac¬ 
cession,  xii.  1,  9  seq  ;  march  of 
Alexander  into,  b.  c.  336,  xii.  11 ; 
Macedonian  interventions  in,  b.  C. 
336-335,  xii.  16  seq.;  terror  in,  on 
the  destruction  of  Thebes  by  Alex¬ 
ander,  xii.  43 ;  connection  of  Alex¬ 
ander  with,  history  of,  xii.  50  seq,, 
179  seq. ;  an  appendage  to  Mace¬ 
donia  under  Alexander,  xii.  52; 
military  changes  in,  during  the 
sixty  years  before  Alexander’s  ac¬ 
cession,  xii.  53  seq. ;  possibility  of 
emancipating,  during  Alexander’s 
earlier  Asiatic  campaigns,  xii.  276; 
hopes  raised  in,  by  the  Persian 
fleet  and  armies,  b.  c.  334-331, 
xii.  276  ;  submission  of,  to  Anti 
pater,  xii.  285;  effect  of  Alexan 
der’s  death  on,  xii.  311  ;  confeder¬ 
acy  for  liberating,  after  Alexan¬ 
der’s  death,  xii.  311  seq.;  Ptolemy 
of  Egypt  in,  xii.  373 ;  success  of 
Demetrius  Poliorketes  in,  against 
Kassander,  xii.  382  ;  under  Deme¬ 
trius  Poliorketes  and  Antigonus 
Gonatas,  xii  390;  invasion  of,  by 
the  Gauls,  xii.  390 ;  of  Polybius, 
xii.  391. 

Greece,  Proper ,  geography  of,  ii.  211 

seq. 

Greek  forces  against  Troy,  i.  289  seq. ; 
language  and  the  mythes,  i.  351 ; 
tradition,  matter  of,  uncertified,  L 
433  ;  language,  various  dialects  of, 

ii.  238  ;  alphabet  origin  of,  iii.. 
344  n. ;  Latin  and  ^scan  languages, 

iii.  354 ;  settlements,  east  of  the 
Strymon  in  Thrace,  iv.  20;  settle¬ 
ments  on  the  Euxine  south  of  the 
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Danube,  iv.  27 ;  settlements  in 
Libya,  and  the  nomads,  iv.  38 ; 
cities,  local  festivals  in,  iv.  51,  67 
seq. ;  lyric  poetry,  iv.  73,  90  ;  poe¬ 
try  about  the  middle  of  the  seventh 
century  b.  c.,  iv.  74;  music,  about 
the  middle  of  the  seventh  century 
B.  c.,  iv.  75  ;  poetry,  after  Terpan- 
der,  iv.  77  ;  hexameter,  new  metres 
superadded  to,  iv.  79;  chorus,  iv. 
83,  87  ;  dancing,  iv.  85  ;  mind,  posi¬ 
tive  tendencies  of,  in  the  time  of 
Herodotus,  iv.  105  n. ;  philosophy, 
in  the  sixth  century  B.  c ,  380  seq. ; 
fleet  at  Artemisium,  v.  79  seq.,  83 
?eq.;  fleet  at  Salamis,  v.  Ill  ;  fleet 
at  Mykale,  v.  193  seq. ;  fleet  after 
the  battle  of  Mykale,  v.  200  seq. ; 
fleet,  expedition  of,  against  Asia, 
B.  c.  478,  v.  253;  generals  and 
captains,  slaughter  of  Cyreian, 
ix.  72  seq  ;  heroes,  analogy  of 
Alexander  to  the,  xii.  71. 

Greeks,  return  of,  from  Troy,  i.  309 
seq  ;  their  love  of  antiquities,  i. 
353 ;  their  distaste  fora  real  his¬ 
tory  of  the  past,  i.  359 ;  Homeric, 

ii.  92,  114;  in  Asia  Minor,  ii.  235, 

iii.  212  ;  extra-Peloponnesian  north 
of  Attica  in  the  first  two  centuries, 

ii.  273  seq. ;  advance  of,  in  gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  seventh  and  sixth 
centuries  b.  c.,  iii.  20;  musical 
inodes  of,  iii.  212  ;  and  Phenicians 
in  Sicily  and  Cyprus,  iii.  276  :  con¬ 
trasted  with  Egyptians,  Assyrians, 
and  Phenicians,  iii.  304 ;  influence 
of  Phenicians,  Assyrians,  and 
Egyptians  on,  iii.  343  seq.;  and 
Carthaginians,  first  known  col¬ 
lision  between,  iii.  348 ;  Sicilian 
and  Italian,  monetary  and  statical 
scale  of,  iii.  369 ;  in  Sicily,  pros- 
perity  of,  between  b.  c.  735-^85, 

iii.  368  seq.;  in  Sicily  and  in 
Greece  ^roper,  difference  between, 

iii.  372;  Italian,  between  b.  c.  700 
—500,  iii.  392,  394,  398 ;  their  tal¬ 
ent  for  command  over  barbarians, 

iv.  17;  first  voyage  of,  to  Libya, 

iv.  29 ;  and  Libyans  at  Kyrene,  iv. 
89 ;  political  isolation  of,  iv.  51  ; 
tendencies  to  political  union  among, 
after  b.  c.  560,  iv.  52 ;  growth  of 
union  among,  between  b.  c.  776- 
560,  iv.  53  :  rise  of  philosophy  and 


dialectics  among,  iv.  96;  writing 
among,  iv.  97  ;  Asiatic,  after  Cy¬ 
rus’s  conquest  of  Lydia,  iv.  198 
Asiatic,  application  of,  to  Sparta, 
546  b.  c.,  iv.  199;  and  Darius,  be¬ 
fore  the  battle  of  Marathon,  iv. 
315  ;  eminent,  liable  to  be  corrup¬ 
ted  by  success,  iv.  375  seq.;  and 
Persians,  religious  conception  of 
history  common  to,  v.  1 1 ;  north¬ 
ern,  and  Xerxes,  v.  64,  69 ;  con¬ 
federate,  engagement  of,  against 
such  as  joined  Xerxes,  v.  70;  ef¬ 
fect  of  the  battle  of  Thermopylae 
on,  v.  105  seq.:  and  the  battle  of 
Salamis,  v.  121  seq.;  Medising, 
and  Mardonius,  v.  148;  Medising, 
at  Plataea,  v.  161  ;  at  Plataea,  v.  163 
seq.;  at  Mykale,  v.  194  seq.;  Asi¬ 
atic,  first  step  to  the  ascendency 
of  Athens  over,  v.  200;  Sicilian, 
early  governments  of,  v.  206  ;  Si¬ 
cilian,  progress  of,  between  the 
battle  of  Salamis  and  Alexander, 
v.  241  ;  allied,  oppose  the  fortifica¬ 
tion  of  Athens,  v.  243  seq.,  246 ; 
allied,  transfer  the  headship  from 
Sparta  to  Athens,  b.  c.  477,  v.  260 
seq. ;  allied,  Aristeides  assessment 
of,  v.  263 ;  allied,  under  Athens, 
substitute  money-payment  for  per¬ 
sonal  service,  v.  298  seq  ;  effect 
of  the  Athenian  disaster  in  Sicily 
upon,  vii.  363  ;  and  Tissaphernes, 
Alkibiades  acts  as  interpreter  be¬ 
tween,  viii.  4  seq. ;  Asiatic,  surren¬ 
der  of,  by  Sparta  to  Persia,  ix.  205 ; 
Asiatic,  and  Cyrus  the  Younger, 
ix.  206 ;  Asiatic,  and  Tissapher¬ 
nes,  ix.  207  ;  the  Ten  Thousand, 
their  position  and  circumstances, 
ix.  1 1  ;  Ten  Thousand,  at  Kunaxa, 
ix.  42  seq.;  Ten  Thousand,  after 
the  battle  of  Kunaxa,  ix.  52  seq. , 
Ten  Thousand,  retreat  of,  ix.  56- 
121,  181  seq.;  Ten  Thousand, after 
their  return  to  Trapezus,  ix.  121- 
180;  Asiatic,  their  application  to 
Sparta  for  aid  against  Tissapher¬ 
nes,  ix.  207  ;  in  the  service  of  Al¬ 
exander  in  Asia,  xii.  74 :  unpro- 
pitious  circumstances  for,  in  the 
Lamian  war,  xii.  334 ;  Italian, 
pressed  upon  by  enemies  from  the 
interior,  xii.  394. 

Gw-ylls ,  death  of,  x.  335. 


GUILDS. 


537 


HEL0R1S. 


Guilds,  Grecian  deities  of,  i.  344  ;  Ger¬ 
man  and  earlv  English,  iii.  60  n.  2; 
compared  with  ancient  political  as¬ 
sociations,  viii.  16  n.  2. 

Gyges,  i.  5,  iii.  219  seq. 

Uyllippus ,  expedition  of,  to  Syracuse, 
vii.  242,  265  seq.,  275  seq.,  298 
seq.,  323,  330,  seq. 

Gylon,  father  of  Kleobule,  the  mother 
of  Demosthenes,  xi.  261  n.  1. 

Gymnesn ,  iii.  35. 

Gyndis,  distribution  of,  into  channels 
by  Cyrus,  iv.  212. 

H. 

Uadis,  i.  6  seq.,  7,  9. 

Bcemdn  and  Antigon@,  i.  276. 

Ua/iartus,  Lysander  at,  ix.  294. 

Halikarnassus,  ii.  31,  iii.  201  ;  capture 
of,  by  Alexander,  xii.  94  seq. 

Hallonnesas,  dispute  between  Philip 
and  the  Athenians  about,  xi.  449 
seq. 

Bahjs,  the,  207. 

Hamilkar ,  defeat  and  death  of,  at 
Himera,  v.  222  seq. 

Hamilkar ,  collusion  of,  with  Agatho* 
kies,  xii.  401 ;  superseded  in  Sicily 
by  another  general  of  the  same 
name,  xii.  403. 

Hamilkar ,  victory  of,  at  the  Himera, 
xii.  408  seq  ;  attempt  of,  upon  Sy¬ 
racuse,  xii.  422 ;  defeat  and  death 
of,  xii.  424. 

Hannibal ,  expeditions  of,  to  Sicily,  x. 
402-415,  421  seq. 

Hanno ,  silly  fabrication  of,  xi.  158. 

Harmodius  and  Aristogeiton,  iv.  115 
seq. 

Harmosts,  Spartan,  ix.  189  seq.,  197, 

201. 

Harpagus,  iv.  202,  207. 

Harpalus ,  xii.  240,  294  seq. 

Harpies ,  the,  i.  1,  266. 

Hebe ,  i.  10. 

Hector ,  i.  286,  297. 

Hegemony ,  Athenian,  v.  291  seq. 

Hegesippus,  xi.  446. 

Hegesistratus,  iv.  118,  v.  1 91.  xii.  90. 
91. 

Hckabi,  i.  286.  • 

Uekatceus  on  Geryon,  i.  249  ;  on  the 
Argonauts,  i.  253  ;  and  the  mythes, 
t.  391  ;  and  the  Ionic  revolt,  iv. 
284  296. 


Hekafompylus,  Alexander  at,  xii.  188, 

Hekatoncheires ,  the,  i.  4,  5. 

Hekatonymus  and  the  Ten  Thousand 
Greeks,  ix.  129  seq. 

Helen ,  i.  161,  168,  169;  necklace  of, 
i.  282 ;  and  Paris,  i.  287 ;  and 
Achilles,  i.  294;  various  legends 
of,  i.  305  seq. 

Belenus  and  AndromachS,  i.  305. 

Helicea,  iii.  128  n.,  iv.  137,  141  seq. 

Heliasts ,  iv.  141. 

Helike ,  destruction  of,  x.  157. 

Helios ,  i.  6,  344. 

Helixus,  viii.  133. 

Hellanikus ,  his  treatment  of  mythes, 
i.  390  ;  contrasted  with  Saxo 
Grammaticus  and  Snorro  Sturle- 
son,  i.  468. 

Hellas ,  division  of,  i.  100 ;  proper,  ii. 
212  ;  mountain  systems  of,  ii.  212 
seq.  ;  islands  and  colonies  of,  ii. 
224  ;  most  ancient,  ii.  268  ;  firsj 
historical  manifestation  of,  as  aa 
aggregate  body,  iv.  318. 

Helle  and  Phryxus,  i.  123. 

Hellen  and  his  sons,  i.  99  seq. 

Hellenes ,  i.  99,  ii.  236  seq.,  255  set,. 

Hellenic  religion  and  customs  in  tho 
Troad,  i.  337 ;  cities,  ii.  257. 

Hellinion  at  Naukratis,  iii.  336. 

Hellenism ,  definition  of,  xii.  270. 

Hellenotamioe ,  v.  265,  viii.  310. 

Hellespont ,  bridges  of  Xerxes  over,  v. 
15  seq.,  19  n. ;  crossed  by  Xerxes, 
v.  31  ;  retreating  march  of  Xerxes 
to,  v.  144  seq  ;  Grecian  fleet  at, 
B.  C.  479,  v.  200;  Strombic'nides 
at,  viii.  96 ;  Peloponnesian  rein¬ 
forcement  to,  B.  c.  411,  viii.  97; 
Mindarus  and  Thrasyllus  at,  viii, 
102,109,117;  Athenians  and  Pelo¬ 
ponnesians  at,  after  the  battle  of, 
Kynossema,  viii.  117;  Thrasyllus 
and  Alkibiades  at,  viii.  131  ; 
Thrasybulus  at,  ix.  366  ;  Iphi- 
krates  at,  ix.  369  seq. :  Antalkidas 
at,  ix.  384 ;  Epaminondas  at,  x. 
301,  306 ;  Timotheus  at,  x.  301, 
306,  368  ;  Autokles  at,  x.  371  seq. ; 
operations  of  the  Athenians  at,  B,  o. 
357,  xi.  224  ;  disputes  between  A- 
thens  and  Philip  about,  xi.450  ;  im¬ 
prudence  of  the  Persians  in  lettiug 
Alexander  cross  tbs, xii. 78. 

Heloris ,  unsuccessful  expedition  of, 
xi.  5  7,15 
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Helots ,  ii.  373  seq. ;  Pausanias  and,  ▼. 
270;  revolt  of,  v.  315  seq.;  at 
Ithome,  capitulation  of,  v.  333  ;  as¬ 
sassination  of,  vi.  368  seq. ;  Brasi- 
dean,  vii.  21  ;  brought  back  to 
Pylus,  vii.  71 ;  and  the  invasion 
of,  Laconia  by  Eparainondas,  x. 
219;  establishment  of,  with  the 
Messenians,  x.  229  seq. 

Helus,  conquered  by  AlkamenSs,  ii. 
420. 

Bephcestion,  xii.  246,  247,  252,  254. 

Eephoestos,  i.  10,  58. 

Berceon  near  Mykense,  i.  165. 

Herocon  Teichos ,  siege  of,  by  Philip, 
xi.  307. 

Herakleia  Pontica,  i.  241  ;  xii. .460 
seq. ;  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks 
at,  ix.  146. 

ESrakleia  in  Italy ,  iii.  384,  vi.  14. 

ESrakleia  in  Sicily ,  v.  207  ;  Dion  at, 
xi.  89,  90  seq. 

Herakleia  Trachinea ,  vi.  90  seq.  ; 
vii.  60,  ix.  284,  302,  xi.  90  seq. 

Herakleid  kings  of  Corinth,  ii.  307. 

Herakleides  the  Syracusan ,  exile  of, 
xi.  86;  victory  of,  over  Philistus, 
xi.  100;  and  Dion,  xi.  101,  105, 
110,  112  seq.,  121 ;  victory  of,  over 
Nypsius,  xi.  107  ;  death  of,  xi.  122. 

Hrakleides ,  governor  of  the  Pontic 
Herakleia,  xii.  469,  470. 

H^rakleids.  i.  94,  95,  ii.  1  seq. ;  Lydi¬ 
an  dynasty  of,  iii.  222. 

Berakles ,  i.  92  seq.;  attack  of,  on 
Pylos,  i.  110;  and  Alkestis,  i.  113  ; 
overthrows  Orchomenos,  i.  133  ; 
death  of,  i.  151  ;  and  Hvlas,  i.  234  ; 
and  Laomedon,  i.  286 ;  Tyrian 
temple  of,  iii.  269. 

Herakles ,  son  of  Alexander,  xii.  372. 

Here ,  i.  6,  7,  10,  58;  and  Mykenae,  i. 
165;  temple  of,  near  Argos,  burnt, 

vi.  451  ;  Lakinian,  robe  of,  xi.  52. 

Herippidas ,  ix.  285,  326,  339. 

Hei  tnce,  mutilation  of,  at  Athens,  vii. 
167  seq.,  199  seq. 

Hermeias  of  Atarneus,  xi.  441. 

Hermes ,  i.  10,  58  seq. 

Bermione ,  i.  163. 

Hermokrates ,  at  the  congress  at  Gela, 

vii.  137  ;  and  the  Athenian  arma¬ 
ment,  vii.  182;  recommendations 
of,  after  the  battle  near  Olympieion, 
vii.  227  ;  speech  of  at  Kamarina, 
vii.  229 ,  urges  the  Syracusans  to 


attack  the  Athenians  at  sea,  vH. 
290 ;  postpones  the  Athenians  r^ 
treat  from  Syracuse,  vii.  330  ;  and 
Tissaphernes,  vii.  390 ;  viii.  98  ;  in 
the  JEgean,  x.  385  seq.;  banish¬ 
ment  of,  x.  387  seq. ;  his  return  to 
Sicily,  and  death,  x.  415  seq. 

Hermokratca.lt  party,  x.  432  ;  exiles  X. 
438. 

Hermolaus,  xii.  221. 

Hermotybii  and  Kalasiries,  iii.  316. 

Herodotus,  on  Minos,  i.  228,  229  ;  OB 
Helen  and  the  Troians,  i,  308 ; 
treatment  of  mythes  by,  i.  393  seq. ; 
his  view  of  Lykurgus,  ii.  343;  his 
story  of  Solon  and  Croesus,  iii.  151 
seq. ;  chronological  mistakes  of,  iii. 
154  n.,  198  n.  3;  chronological  dis¬ 
crepancies  of,  respecting  KyaxarSs, 
iii.  232  n. ;  his  description  of  Scy¬ 
thia,  iii.  236  seq. ;  his  account  of 
Babylon,  iii.  295  seq.,  297  n.  2;  dis¬ 
tinction  between  what  he  professes 
to  have  seen  and  heard,  iii.  309: 
on  the  effects  of  despotism  and 
democracy  upon  the  Athenians,  iv. 
178;  and  Ktesias,  on  Cyrus,  iv„ 
185;  chronology  of  his  life  and 
authorship,  iv.  277  v.  49  «.{ 
his  narrative  of  Darius’s  march 
into  Scythia,  iv.  265  seq. ;  does  not 
mention  Pythagoras  in  connection 
wi‘h  the  war  between  Sybaris  and 
Kroton,  iv.  416;  historical  man¬ 
ner  and  conception  of,  v.  5, 11,  n.  3 ; 
his  estimate  of  the  number  of 
Xerxes’s  army,  v.  36  seq. ;  doubts 
about  the  motives  ascribed  to  Xer¬ 
xes  at  Thermopylae  by,  v.  87 ;  a 
proof  of  the  accuracy  of,  v.  89  n.  s 
on  the  movements  of  the  Persian 
fleet  before  the  battle  of  Salamis, 
v.  132  nn. 

Heroes  appear  with  gods  and  men  on 
mythes,  i.  64  ;  Greek,  at  Aulis,  i. 
293  seq.,  289 ;  Greek,  analogy  of 
Alexander  to,  xii.  70. 

Heroic  race,  i.  66  ,  legends,  i.  424. 

Hesiod ,  theogony  of,  i.  3,  16,  20,  74, 
family  affairs  of,  i.  72  ;  Iapetids  in, 

i.  73  ;  complaints  of,  against  kings, 

ii.  73.  dark  picture  of  Greece  by, 
ii  91. 

Hesiodic  mythes  traceable  to  Ki§fce 
and  Delphi,  i.  15,  “Works  and 
Days  ’*  i.  66  seq.  philosophy,  & 
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<67;  Greeks,  ii.  114  seq.;  epic,  ii. 
119. 

i  iesione,  i.  286. 

btesperides ,  dragon  of,  i.  7. 

Hesperides,  town  of,  iv.  32  n.  2,  42. 

Hestia ,  i.  6,  7,  58. 

Hesticea  on  Ilium,  i.  329. 

Hetoeroe,  vi.  100. 

Hetceries,  at  Athens,  vi.  290,  viii.  15. 

Hexameter ,  the  ancient,  i.  73  j  new 
metres  snperadded  to,  iv.  75. 

Hierax,  ix.  373. 

Hiero  of  Syracuse ,  v.  227  seq. 

Hieromnimon,  ii.  246. 

Hiketas ,  xi.  128;  and  the  Syracusans, 

xi.  134 ;  message  of,  to  Corinth  and 
to  Timoleon,  xi.  143,  144 ;  defeat 
of,  at  Adranum,  xi.  148;  and  Ma- 
gon,  xi.  156  seq.,  159:  flight  of, 
from  Syracuse  to  Leontini,  xi.  161 ; 
capitulation  of,  with  Timoleon,  xi. 
170;  invites  the  Carthaginians  to 
invade  Sicily,  xi.  171 ;  defeat,  sur¬ 
render,  and  death  of,  xi.  181,  182. 

Himera ,  iii,  367  ;  battle  of,  v.  221  seq. ; 
treatment  of,  by  Thero,  v.  228 ; 
capture  of,  by  Hannibal,  x.  410 
seq. ;  defeat  of  Agathokies  at  the, 

xii.  408  seq. 

Hindoos,  rivers  personified  by,  i.  342 
n.  2,  their  belief  with  regard  to 
the  small  pox,  i.  360  n. ;  belief  of, 
in  fabulous  stories,  i.  430  n. ;  ex¬ 
pensiveness  of  marriage  among,  iii. 
141  n.  2;  sentiment  of,  with  regard 
to  the  discontinuance  of  sacrifices, 
xii  43  n.  1. 

Hindoo  Koosh  Alexander,  at,  xii.  200; 
Alexander  reduces  the  country 
between  the  Indus  and,  xii.  224 
seq. 

Hindustan,  hoarding  in,  xii.  175  «.  3. 

Hipparchus,  ii.  153  iv.  Ill  seq. 

Hipparinus,  son  of  Dionysius,  xi.  130. 

Hippeis,  Solonian,  iii.  118. 

Hippias,  of  Elis,  viii.  380  seq. 

Hippias,  Peisistratid,  iv.  Ill  seq.,  120 
seq.,  281,  356  n.  2. 

Hippo,  iv.  385. 

H>ppodamcia,  i.  159 

Hippodamus ,  vi.  20. 

Hippolcleides,  iii.  39. 

Hippokrates  the  physician ,  i.  373 ;  viii. 
426  n.  2. 

Hippokrates  of  Gela ,  v.  213  seq. 

Hippokrates,  the  Athenian  general,  vi. 


370  seq.,  379,  382  seq.,  388 

Rip  pen,  xi.  184. 

Hipponikus ,  iii.  102. 

Hipponium,  capture  of,  xi.  17;  r® 
establishment  of,  xi.  43. 

Hipponoidas,  vii.  85, 89. 

Histiicus  and  the  bridge  over  the 
Danube,  iv.  272 ;  and  Myrkinus, 
iv.  273,  277  ;  detention  of,  at  Susa, 

iv.  277  ;  and  the  Ionic  revolt,  iv. 
284,  299  seq.,  309. 

Historians,  treatment  of  mythes  by,  i 
391  seq. 

Historical  proof,  positive  evidence  in¬ 
dispensable  to,  i.  430 ;  sense  o? 
modern  times  not  to  be  applied  to 
an  unrecording  age,  i.  432 ;  evi¬ 
dence,  the  standard  of,  raised  with 
regard  to  England,  but  not  with  re¬ 
gard  to  Greece,  i.  485 ;  and  le¬ 
gendary  Greece  compared,  ii.  60 
seq. 

Historicizing  innovations  in  the  tala 
of  Troy,  i.  333  ;  of  ancient  mythes, 
i.409  seq. ;  applicable  to  all  mythes, 
or  none,  i.  422. 

History ,  uninteresting  to  early  Greeks, 
i.  359;  of  England,  how  conceived 
down  to  the  seventeenth  century, 

i.  482  seq. ;  and  legend,  Grecian, 
blank  between,  ii.  33  seq. ;  Grecian 
first  period  of,  from  b.  c.  776  to 
560,  ii.  270,  273 ;  Grecian,  second 
period  of,  from  b.  c.  560  to  300,  ii. 
270  seq. ;  religious  conception  of, 
common  to  Greeks  and  Persians, 

v.  10. 

Homer  and  Hesiod,  mythology  of,  i 
12;  personality  and  poems  of,  ii. 
127  seq. 

Homeric  Zeus,  i  12  ;  hymns,  i.  34,  37 
seq.,  45,  59,  60.  iii.  168  seq. ;  le¬ 
gend  of  the  birth  of  Herakles,  i.  93 
seq.;  Pelops,  i.  159;  gods,  types 
of,  i.  350;  age,  mythical  faith  of,  i. 
359;  philosophy,  i.  368;  account 
of  the  inhabitants  of  Peloponnesus, 

ii.  12 ;  Boule  and  Agora,  ii.  65  seq. ; 
Greeks,  social  condition  ®f,  ii.  97 
seq.,  107  ;  Greeks,  unity,  idea  of, 
partially  revived,  ii.  162  seq.; 
epoch,  right  conception  of,  ii.  174; 
mode  of  fighting,  ii.  457  ;  geogra¬ 
phy,  iii.  204. 

Homerids ,  the  poetical  gen3  of,  ii.  132- 

Homicide ,  purification  for,  i.  25,  26 } 
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mode  of  dealing  with,  in  legen- 
dary  and  historical  Greece,  ii.  93 
seq. ;  tribunals  for,  at  Athens,  iii. 
77  ;  Drako’s  laws  of,  retained  by 
Solon,  iii.  134;  trial  for  and  the 
senate  of  Areopagus,  v.  368  n. 
Homoioi ,  Spartan,  ii.  363,  418. 
Hopletes,  iii.  51. 

Horce,  the,  i.  10. 

Horkos ,  i.  7,  8. 

Horse,  the  wooden,  of  Troy,  i.  302, 
309. 

Horsemen  at  Athens,  after  the  resto¬ 
ration  of  the  democracry,  b.  c. 
403,  viii.  305. 

Hospitality  in  legendary  Greece,  ii. 
84. 


Human  sacrifices  in  Greece,  i.  126 
seq. 

Hyakinthia  and  the  Lacedsemonians, 
v.  153. 

Hyakinthus ,  i.  168. 

Hybloean  Megara ,  iii.  365. 

Hy dames,  v.  88. 

Hydaspes ,  Alexander  at  the,  xii.  227 
seq. ;  Alexander  sails  down  the, 
xii.  333. 

Hydra,  the  Lernsean,  i.  7. 

Hydra ,  sailors  of,  v.  51  n.  2. 

Etykkaia,  capture  of,  vii.  216. 

Hi/las  and  Herakles,  i.  234. 

Hylleis ,  ii.  360. 

Hyllus ,  i.  94,  177. 

Hymns,*  Homeric,  i.  34,  37  seq.,  45, 
59,  60,  iii.  168  seq.;  at  festival  in 
honor  of  gods,  i.  49. 

Hypaspistoe,  xii.  61. 

Hyperbolus,  iv.  151,  vii.  108  seq.,  viii. 
27. 


Hyperides,  xi.  509,  xii.  298  n.  1,  305 
n.,  326,  327. 

Hyperion,  i.  5,  6. 

Hypavienes,  x.  146 
liypei  mnestra,  i.  88. 

Hvphasis,  Alexander  at,  xii.  231. 
Lypomeiones ,  Spartan,  ii.363,  418 
Hyrkania ,  Alexander  in,  xii.  166. 


I. 


Jalmenos  and  Askalaphos,  i  130. 
lapetids  in  Hesiod,  i.  74. 
lapetos,  i.  5,  6. 

Iapyyians,  iii.  392. 
lasus ,  capture  of,  vii.  389 
Iberia  in  Spain,  iii.  27* 


Iberians  and  Dionysius,  x.  510, 

Ida  in  Asia,  iii.  195,  197. 

Ida  in  Crete,  Zeus  at,  i.  6. 

Idanthyrsus ,  iv.  267. 

Idas ,  i.  169,  171. 

Idomeni,  Demosthenes  at,  vi.  306  seq 

Idrieus,  xi.  437. 

Ikarus,  i.  225. 

Iliad  and  the  Trojan  war,  i.  297  ;  and 
Odyssey,  date,  structure,  and  au¬ 
thorship  of,  ii.  1 18-209. 

Ilium ,  i.  286,  334  seq. 

Illyria ,  Dionysius’s  schemes  of  con 
quest  in,  xi.  24. 

Illyrians,  different  tribes  of,  iv.  1  seq.  j 
retreat  of  Perdikkas  and  Brasidas 
before,  vi.  447  seq. ;  victory  of 
Philip  over,  xi.  214  seq.;  defeat  of, 
by  Alexander,  xii.  28  seq. 

Ilus ,  i.  285,  286. 

Imbros ,  iv.  28,  278  seq. 

Imilkon  and  Hannibal,  invasion  of 
Sicily  by,  x.  421  seq. ;  at  Agrigen- 
turn,  x.  425  seq. ;  at  Gela,  x.  447 
seq. ;  and  Dionysius,  x.  454  seq. ; 
at  Motye,  x.  479,  490;  capture  of 
Messene  by,  491  seq.;  and  the  Cam¬ 
panians  of  AStna,  x.  497  ;  before 
Syracuse,  x.  498  seq. ;  flight  of 
from  Syracuse,  x.  510;  miserable 
end  of,  x.  511. 

lnachus ,  i.  82. 

Indus,  Alexander  at,  xii.  225  seq., 
233  seq. ;  voyage  of  Nearchua 
from  the  mouth  of,  to  that  of  the 
Tigris,  xii.  235,  237. 

Industry,  manufacturing,  at  Athens, 
iii.  136  seq. 

Infantry  and  oligarchy,  iii.  31. 

Inland  and  maritime  cities  contrasted, 
ii.  225. 

Ind,  i.  123  seq. 

Inscriptions,  ii.  41. 

Interest  on  loans,  iii.  107  seq.,  159. 

Interpreters,  Egyptian,  iii.  327. 

Io,  legend  of,  i.  84  seq. 

Ion ,  i.  198,  204. 

Ionia ,  emigrants  to,  ii.  24  seq. ;  con¬ 
quest  of,  by  Harpagus,  iv.  202 ; 
Mardonius’s  deposition  of  depots 
in,  iv.  312 ;  expedition  of  Astyo- 
chus  to,  vii.  382 ;  expedition  of 
Thrasvllus  to,  viii.  129. 

Ionian,  the  name  a  reproach,  iii.  169 

Ionians,  ii.  12,  13;  and  Darius’s 
bridge  over  the  Danube,  iv.  271 
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seq.;  abandonment  of,  by  the 
Athenians,  iv.  297 ;  at  Lade,  iv. 
301  seq.;  at  My  kale,  v.  192  seq., 
i97  ;  after  the  battle  of  My  kale,  v. 

^  199. 

fonic  emigration,  ii.  21,  24  seq.,  iii. 
172;  tribes  in  Attica,  iii.  50,  52 
seq.;  cities  in  Asia,  iii.  172  seq., 
260;  and  Italic  Greeks,  iii.  398; 
revolt,  iv.  285  seq.,  306  n.  2 ;  phi¬ 
losophers,  iv.  378 ;  Sicilians  and 
Athens,  vii.  132  ;  alphabet  and  the 
Athenian  laws,  viii.  308. 

fhigeneia ,  i.  293. 
hiklos ,  i.  110. 

^  hikrates ,  destruction  of  a  Lacedae- 
*  monian  mora  by,  ix.  327  n.  341  n., 
348  seq.;  military  improvements 
and  successes  of,  ix.  355  seq.,  353  ; 
defeat  of  Anaxibius  by,  ix.  370 
seq. ;  proceedings  of,  between  b.  c. 
387-378,  x.  105  seq. ;  and  Kotys, 
X.  106.  299,  369,  374 ;  expedition 
of,  to  Korkyra,  x.  149  seq.,  154  n. ; 
and  Timotheus,  x.  149,  299,  xi. 
£31  seq. ;  expedition  of,  to  aid 
Sparta  against  Thebes,  x.  237  seq. ; 
in  Thrace  and  Macedonia,  x.  250 
seq.,  299;  in  the  Hellespont,  xi. 
224;  and  Chares,  xi.  224  seq. 
hihikrates  the  Younger ,  xii.  129. 
jhnsus,  battle  of,  xii.  387. 

Iran ,  territory  of,  iv.  184. 

Irasa ,  iv.  31. 

Iris ,  i.  7. 

Iron  race,  the,  i.  66. 

I&agoras ,  iv.  126,  164  seq. 

/schagoras ,  vi.  449. 

Ischolaus,  x.  217. 

Ischys ,  i.  178. 

Isidas ,  x.  332. 

islands  in  the  iEgean,  ii.  234. 
hmenias  in  the  north  of  Boeotia,  ix. 
301  ;  and  Leontiades,  x.  59 ;  trial 
and  execution  of,  x.  63. 

Ismenias  and  Pelopidas,  x.  277  seq., 
283,  285. 

Isokrates ,  his  treatment  of  mythes,  i. 
407  n.  2 ;  on  the  origin  of  Perioeki, 
ii.  367  ;  panegyrical  oration  of,  x. 
44,  77  ;  the  Plataic  oration  of,  x. 
163 ,  the  Archidamus  of,  x.  228 
ft.  2,  229  n.  1,  291  n.  2;  his  letter 
to  Philip,  xi.  282,  436. 

I&sidones,  iii.  245. 

Jmis,  Alexander  at,  before  the  battle, 

vol.  xii.  46 


xii.  114;  Darius  at,  before  tht 
battle,  xii.  117 ;  battle  of,  xii.  118 
seq. ;  inaction  of  Darius  after  the 
battle  of,  xii.  152:  and  its  neigh¬ 
borhood,  as  connected  with  the 
battle,  xii.  491  seq. 

Isthmian  games ,  i.  124,  ii.  242,  iv.  65 
seq. ;  Eleians  excluded  from,  i. 
140,  ii.  306  n.  B.  c.  412,  vii.  368; 
and  Agesilaus,  ix.  344. 

IstdnS,  Korkvraean  fugitives  at.  v* 
278,  313,  357  seq. 

Italia ,  iii.  350. 

Italian  Greeks,  iii.  369,  392,  394  seq., 
xi.  7  seq.,  133,  xii.  394. 

Italians ,  iii.  369. 

Italy  and  Sicily ,  early  languages  and 
history  of,  iii.  354  n. 

Italy ,  the  voyage  from  Greece  to,  iii. 
361  ;  Grecian  colonies  in,  iii.  354, 
360,  374  seq. ;  decline  of  Greek 
power  in,  after  the  fall  of  Sybaris, 
iv.  415;  Southern,  affairs  of,  b.  o« 
382-369,  xi.  43. 

Ithome ,  ii.  422,  v.  316. 

Jason ,  i.  114  seq.,  237  seq. 

Jason  of  Pherce,  x.  137  seq.,  147 
153,  189  seq.,  195  seq. 

Jaxartes ,  Alexander  at  the,  xii.  204 
seq. 

Jocasta,  i.  266  seq. 

Jurkce,  iii.  245. 

Jury-trial,  characteristics  of,  exhibited 
in  the  Athenian  dikasteries,  v.  385 
seq. 

K. 

Kabala,  victory  of  Dionysius  at,  xi. 

41. 

Kabeirichus,  x.  85. 

Kadmeia,  at  Thebes,  seizure  of,  by 
Phoebidas,  x.  58  seq. ;  surrender  o£ 
by  the  Lacedaemonians,  x.  88  seq. 

Kadmus ,  i.  257  seq. 

Kalais  and  Zetes,  i.  199. 

Kalasiries  and  Hermotybii,  iii.  316. 

Kalauria ,  i.  56 ;  Ampbiktyony  at, 
133 ;  the  Athenian  allied  arim*' 
ment  at,  x.  148;  death  of  Deans 
thenes  at,  xii.  327  seq. 

Kalchas,  wanderings  and  death  o  L 
313. 

Kale  Akte ,  foundation  of,  vii.  125. 

Kallias ,  treaty  of,  v.  336  seq. 
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& allias ,  son  of  Kalliades ,  vi.  70,  72. 
Kallias  at  the  congress  at  Sparta,  b. 
C.  371,  x.  165. 

Kallias  of  Chafkis,  xi.  341  seq.,  452. 
Kallibius ,  the  Lacedaemonian ,  viii.  242 
ix.  188. 

Kallibius  of  Tegea,  x.  209. 

Kail  Odes ,  in  Plato,  viii.  382  seq. 
Kallikratidas ,  viii.  160  seq.,  263. 
Kallimachus ,  the  polemarch,  iv.  341, 
348. 

KaUinus,  iv.  73.  77. 

Kallipidce ,  iii.  239. 

Kallippus,  xi.  123  seq.,  128  seq. 
Kallirrhoe ,  i.  7,  282. 

Kallisthenes ,  the  historian,  i.  410. 
Kallithenes,  the  general ,  failure  and 
condemnation  of,  x.  370,  xi  423. 
Kallisthenes  of  Olynthus,  xii.  213,  216 
seq.,  222  seq. 

KalUstd ,  i.  175. 

Kallistratus,  x.  110,  164,  seq.,  172,  288, 

xi.  266. 

Kallixenus ,  viii.  194  seq.,  203,  205. 
KalpS ,  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks  at, 
ix.  148  seq. 

Kalyddnian  boar,  i.  143,  146  seq. 
Kamarina,  iii.  366 :  restoration  of,  to 
independence,  v.  237  ;  and  the 
Athenians,  vii.  194  ;  Athenian  and 
Syracusan  envoys  at,  vii.  229  seq  ; 
neutral  policy  of,  B.  C.  415,  vii. 
233  ;  evacuation  of,  x.  450 ;  and  Ti- 
moleon,  xi.  187. 

Kambyses ,  iv.  47,  218  seq. 

Kandaules,  iii.  220. 

Kanntinus,  psephism  of,  viii.  197  n. 
Kandpic  branch  of  the  Nile,  opening 
of,  to  Greek  traffic,  iii.  327. 
Kapaneus,  i.  273,  278. 

Kappadokia  subdued  by  Alexander, 

xii.  111. 

Kardia ,  Athenian  fleet  at,  viii.  120; 
alliance  of,  with  Philip,  xi.  451  ; 
Eumenes  of,  xii.  74. 

Karduchians ,  and  the  Ten  Thousand 
Greeks,  ix.  95  seq. 

Karia,  resistance  of,  to  Daurises,  iv. 
294. 

Kar mania,  Alexander’s  bacchanalian 
procession  through,  xii.  237. 
Karneian  festival,  ii.  306  v.  78. 
Karneius  Apollo,  i.  49. 

Karnus,  ii.  3. 

Karpathus,  ii.  31. 

Kxirystus ,  iv.  331,  v  303. 


Kassander,  Alexander’s  tieatment  of, 
xii.  254  ;  schemes  of,  on  Antipater’s 
death,  xii.  339  ;  and  Polysperchon, 
war  between,  xii.  360;  gets  pos¬ 
session  of  Athens,  xii.  361  ;  in  Pe¬ 
loponnesus,  xii.  365  ;  ‘  defeat  of 
Olympias  by,  xii.  366  ;  confederacy 
of,  with  Lysimachus,  Ptolemy,  ancl 
Seleukus  against  Antigonus,  xii. 
367,  372,  382,  387  ;  founds  Kas- 
sandreia  and  restores  Thebes,  xii. 
368 ;  and  Alexander,  son  of  Polys¬ 
perchon,  xii.  368,  369 ;  and  the 
iEtolians,  xii.  370;  measures  of 
Antigonus  against,  xii.  369,  370; 
great  power  of,  in  Greece,  xii.  371 , 
Ptolemy,  and  Lysimachus,  pacifi¬ 
cation  of,  with  Antigonus,  xii  371 ; 
compact  of  Polysperchon  with,  xii. 
372,  381 ;  Ptolemy  makes  a  truce 
with,  xii.  373 ;  success  of  Demetrius 
Poliorketes  in  Greece  against,  xii. 
382  ;  truce  of,  with  Demetrius  Po¬ 
liorketes,  xii.  387  ;  death  of,  xii. 
389. 

Kassandra ,  i.  287. 

Kastor  and  Pollux,  i.  169  seq. 
Katabothra,  ii.  218- 
Katana ,  iii.  364 ;  and  AStna,  v.  236  ; 
Alkibiades  at,  vii.  194;  Niki  as  at, 
vii.  234 ;  conquest  of,  by  Dionysius, 
x.  468 ;  Carthaginian  naval  victory 
near,  x.  495;  Hiketas  and  Magon 
at,  xi.  156. 

Katonakophori ,  iii.  35. 

Katreus  and  Althasmenes,  i.  224 
Kaulonia ,  iii.  384,  xi.  14,  17  ;  I)ikoQ 
of,  xi.  28. 

Kaunas,  Antisthenes  at,  vii.  397. 
Kaystru- Pedion ,  march  of  Cyras  from 
Keramon-Agora  to,  ix.  17  *  2. 
Kebalinus,  xii.  191,  194. 

Kekrops ,  i.  195  seq. ;  the  second,  i  204 
Kelcence ,  Alexander  at,  xii.  101 
Keleos,  i.  38  seq.,  196 
Keleustes,  vi.  200  n. 

Kenchreot ,  Peloponnesian  fleet  at,  vii 
382. 

Kentrites ,  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks 
at  the,  ix.  99  seq 
Kepha/linia,  iii.  410,  vi.  135,  141. 
Kephalus,  i.  1 95  n.  4,  1 98 ;  and  Diony¬ 
sius  at  Syracuse,  xi.  167 
Kephisodotus ,  x.  374.  377. 

Kerasus.  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks 
at,  ix.  127. 
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Kersobleptes,  x.  366  ;  and  Charidemus, 
x.  366, 378,  379 ;  intrigue  of,  against 
Athens,  xi.  258 ;  and  the  peace 
and  alliance  between  Athens  and 
Philip,  xi.  396  seq. ;  defeat  of,  by 
Philip,  xi.  443. 

Kertch ,  tumuli  near,  xii.  487  seq. 

Keto,  i.  7. 

Keyx  and  Alcyone,  i.  135. 

Kilikia,  Alexander  in,  xii.  113,  114; 
Darius  in,  xii.  116. 

Kimon  and  Themistokles,  v.  278,  280 ; 
capture  of  Skyros  by,  v.  304,  304 
n.  2. ;  victories  of,  at  the  Euryme- 
don,  v.  308  ;  trial  and  acquittal  of, 
v.  312,  365  ;  and  the  Spartan  ap¬ 
plication  for  aid  against  the  Helots, 
v.  318,  365;  recall  of,  from  os¬ 
tracism,  v.  329  ;  death  of,  v.  335, 
340  ;  political  party  of,  v.  361  ;  and 
Perikles,  v.  329,  362  seq.,  37  i; 
character  of,  v.  364 ;  ostracism  of, 
v.  366. 

Kimonian  treaty,  the  so-called,  v.  337 
seq. 

Kinadon ,  conspiracy  and  character 
of,  ix.  251  seq. 

King,  the,  in  legendary  Greece,  ii.  61 
seq.,  74  seq.  ;  the,  in  historical 
Greece,  ii.  76,  English  theory  of  a, 
iii.  13. 

Kings ,  Egyptian,  iii.  321,  330  n.  2. 

Kingship ,  discontinuance  of,  in  Greece 
generally,  ii.  76,  iii.  8;  in  mediaeval 
and  modern  Europe,  iii.  8  seq. 

Kinyps  and  Dorieus,  iv.  36. 

Kirvha ,  iv.  60  n.,  61  seq.,  xi.  468  seq., 
474. 

Kirrhceans,  punishment  of,  iv.  62  seq. 

Kissidas,  x.  265. 

K/arus,  temple  of  Apollo  at,  iii.  185. 

Kjazomence,  iii.  188,  vii.  372,  384,391. 

Kleander  of  Gela,  v.  207. 

Kleander  the  Lacedaemonian,  ix.  149 
seq.,  152,  154,  165,  xii.  197. 

Kleandridas ,  vi.  14. 

Kkandrides ,  v.  349. 

Klearchus  the  Lacedaemonian ,  at  the 
Hellespont,  riii.  96  ;  at  Byzantium 

viii.  128  ;  and  Cyrus  the  Younger, 
ix  8,  22  seq. ;  and  Menon’s  soldiers, 

ix.  35;  and  Ariseus,  ix.  52;  and 
Tissaphernes,  ix.  63,  70  seq. 

Klearchus  of  the  Pontic  Herakleia,  xii. 
461  seq. 

Rlearidas ,  vi.  450,  470,472,  vii.  3. 


K/einas,  iii.  102. 

Kleisthenes  of  Sikyon ,  i.  279,  ii.  129, 

iii.  32  seq. 

Kleisthenes  the  Athenian ,  revolution 
in  Attic  tribes  by,  iii.  63,  67  ;  and 
the  oracle  at  Delphi,  iv.  121;  re¬ 
tirement  and  recall  of,  iv.  164,  165; 
development  of  Athenian  energy 
after,  iv.  176  ;  changes  in  the  con¬ 
stitution  of,  after  the  Persian  war, 

v.  275. 

Kleippides,  vi.  224  seq. 

Kleitarchus,  xi.  450,  452. 

Kleitus  the  Illyrian ,  xii.  28  seq. 

Kleitus ,  Alexander's  general ,  xii.  85, 208 
seq. 

Kleobule,  mother  of  Demosthenes,  xi. 
263. 

Kleobulus  and  Xenares,  vii.  24  seq. 
Kleokritus ,  viii,  270. 

Kleombrotus,  x.  94  seq.,  129,  136,  176 
seq.,  180  seq. 

Kleomenes  /.,  his  expeditions  to 
Athens,  iv.  122,  164  seq.;  and 
Aristagoras,  iv.  287  ;  defeat  of  Ar- 
geians  by,  iv.  320  seq. ;  return  of, 
without  attacking  Argos,  iv.  321 ; 
trial  of,  iv.  323 ;  and  the  ASgine- 
tans,  iv.  325,  328  ;  and  Demaratus, 

iv.  325  seq. ;  violent  proceedings 
and  death  of,  v.  45. 

Kleomenes  ILL,  ii.  349,  350. 

Kleomenes .  Alexander's  satrap ,  xii.  241, 
253,  253  n.  1. 

Kleon  the  Athenian ,  first  mention  of, 
by  Thucydides,  vi.  244;  policy  and 
character  of,  vi.  246,  480  seq. ;  and 
Mitylene,  vi.  249  seq. ;  political 
function  of,  vi.  290,  292 ;  and  the 
prisoners  in  Sphakteria,  vi.  329 
seq. ;  expedition  of,  to  Pylus,  vi. 
336  seq. ;  warlike  influence  of,  vi. 
355,  457  seq. ;  at  Amphipolis,  vi. 

462  seq.,  467  seq. ;  capture  of 
Torone  by,  vi.  463  ;  at  Eion,  vi. 

463  ;  Thucydides’s  treatment  of,  vi. 
479,  483  seq.;  and  Aristophanes, 

vi.  481  seq.,  485. 

Kleon,  of  Halikarnassus ,  ix.  237,  300 
Kleotue  and  Argos,  ii.  464,  iv.  65  n.  2. 
Kleonike  and  Pausanias,  v.  255. 
Kleonymus ,  xii.  448.  449. 

Kleopatra ,  wife  of  Philip ,  xi.  513  seq.. 

518  n.  2,  xii.  4  seq.,  8. 

Kleopatra  daughter  of  Philip,  xi.  514 
xii.  321,  372. 
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Kleophon ,  viii.  123. 

Kleopus,  iii.  228. 

Kleruckies ,  Athenian ,  revival  of  B.  c. 
365,  vi.  31  n.,  x.  296  seq. 

Kleruchs,  Athenian ,  in  Chalkis,  iv. 
170;  in  Lesbos,  vi.  257  ;  after  the 
battle  of  iEgospotami,  viii.  223. 

Klonas ,  musical  improvements  of,  iv. 
75. 

Klolhd ,  i.  7. 

Klymene, ,  i.  6. 

KlytcemnSstra ,  i  162,  168. 

Knemus ,  vi.  193  seq.,  202,  213. 

Knidus,  settlement  of,  ii.  31 ;  maritime 
contests  near,  b.  c.  412  vii.  394 ;  An- 
tisthenes  and  Astyochus  at,  vii. 
397  ;  the  battle  of,  ix.  283 ;  and 
Agesilaus,  ix.  312;  reverses  of 
Sparta  after  the  battle  of,  317. 

Knights  at  Athens ,  viii.  305,  ix.  183. 

Kndpns,  iii.  187. 

Kodrids,  i.  112. 

Kodrus ,  ii.  24  ;  archons  after,  iii.  48. 

Koenus ,  xii.  194,  195,  232. 

Kceos ,  i.  5,  7. 

Kceratadus ,  viii.  134,  iv.  160,  163. 

K6es,  iv.  270,  273,  285. 

Kolcalus,  i.  225  seq. 

Kolceus,  his  voyage  to  Tartessus,  iii. 
279. 

Kdlakretce ,  iv.  137. 

Kolchians  and  the  Ten  Thousand 
Greeks,  ix.  112,  126. 

Kolchis ,  and  the  Argonautic  expe¬ 
dition,  i.  241,  255. 

Koldnus,  Athenian  assembly  at,  viii. 
35. 

Kolophdn,  iii.  184  seq. 

Kompodes,  iii.  35. 

Konon  at  Naupaktus,  vii.  358 ;  at  An¬ 
dros,  viii.  151  ;  appointment  of,  to 
succeed  AlkibiadSs,  viii.  159;  at 
Samos,  160;  at  Mitylene,  viii.  166 
seq. ;  escape  of,  from  ASgospotami, 
viii.  219;  renewed  activity  of,  ix. 
255,  269 ;  at  Rhodes,  ix.  270  ;  visit 
of,  to  the  Persian  court,  ix.  280 
seq.;  and  Pharnabazus,  ix.  281, 
318,  321  seq.;  rebuilds  the  Long 
Walls  of  Athens,  ix.  322 ;  large 
plans  of,  ix.  325  ;  sent  as  envoy  to 
Tiribazus,  ix.  359 ;  arrest  of,  ix. 
361  ;  long  absence  of,  from  Athens, 
x.  108  n.  2. 

Nopals ,  lake  of,  i.  132. 

Korkyra  and  the  Argonauts,  i.  243 , 


early  inhabitants  of,  iii.  402  re¬ 
lations  of,  with  Corinth,  iii.  403 
seq. ;  relations  of,  with  Epirus,  iii. 
405  ;  and  Corinth,  joint  settlements 
of,  iii.  405  seq. ;  commerce  of,  iii. 
409 ;  and  Corinth,  disputes  be¬ 
tween,  vi.  51  seq. ;  application  of 
the  Epidamnian  democracy  to,  vi. 
52;  and  Corinth,  hostilities  be¬ 
tween,  vi.  55, 63  seq. ;  and  Corinth, 
decision  of  the  Athenians  between, 
vi.  62 ;  oligarchical  violence  at,  vi. 
270  seq.;  vengeance  of  the  vic¬ 
torious  Demos  at,  b.  c.  427,  vL 
275  seq.;  Nikostratus  and  Alkidas 
at,  vi.  282 ;  revolutions  at,  con 
trasted  with  those  at  Athens,  vi, 
283  ;  distress  at,  b.  c.  425,  vi.  313; 
expedition  of  Eurymedon  and  So* 
phokles  to,  vi.  313  seq.,  357  seq.; 
muster  of  the  Athenian  armament 
at,  vii.  180;  Demosthenes’s  voyage 
from,  to  Sicily,  vii.  301 ;  renewed 
troubles  at,  viii.  118;  Lacedaemo¬ 
nian  expedition  against,  x.  142 
seq. ;  expedition  of  Iphikrates  to, 
x.  149  seq. ;  Kleonymus  and  Aga 
thokles  in,  xii.  449. 

Korkyrcean  envoys,  speech  of,  to  the 
Athenian  assembly,  vi.  58  seq. ; 
captives  return  home  from  Corinth, 
vi.  266  seq. ;  oligarchical  fugitives 
at  Iston£,  vi.  278,  313,  357. 

Korkyroeans,  and  Xerxes:s  invasion,  v. 
66  ;  attack  Epidamnus,  vi.  53  ;  re¬ 
monstrate  with  the  Corinthians 
and  Peloponnesians,  vi.  54 ;  seek 
the  alliance  of  Athens,  vi.  56  seq. 

Kor6hius  and  the  foundation  of 
Kyrcne,  iv.  30. 

Koroneia ,  Athenian  defeat  at,  v.  348  ; 
Theban  victory  at,  ix.  312  seq.,  317. 

Kordnis  and  Asklepius,  i.  178. 

Korynephori ,  iii.  35. 

K6s,  settlement  of,  ii.  30  ;  capture  of, 
by  Astyochus,  vii.  397  ;  revolt  of, 
from  Athens,  xi.  220  seq.,  231. 

Kossoei,  xii.  248. 

Kotlas,  i.  5. 

Kottyphus ,  xi.  475,  479,  480. 

KotySra,  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks 
at,  ix.  126  seq. 

Kotys  and  Iphikrates,  x.  106,  299, 
369.  373;  and  Athens,  x.  228  seq., 
372,  373 ;  and  Timotheus,  x.  301, 
368,  and  Miltokythes,  x.  372; 
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capture  of  Sestos  by,  x.  373;  as¬ 
sassination  of,  x.  375. 

Kranaus ,  i.  196. 

Krannon ,  battle  of,  xii.  321 

Kraterus  and  Phildtas,  xii.  192  seq. ; 
and  Antipater,  xii.  320  seq.,  335  • 
death  of,  xii.  336. 

/ ’{rates ,  comedy  of,  viii.  328. 

Kratesippidas ,  viii.  128,  138. 

KraUnus ,  viii.  327,  332  n. 

Kredn,  king  of  Thebes ,  i.  117,  276. 

Kre6n ,  archon  at  Athens ,  iii.  48. 

Kresphontes ,  ii.  2  seq.,  331  n. 

/T?-efan  settlements  on  the  Gulf  of 
Tarentum,  i.  330 ;  and  Phrygian 
worship,  iii.  215. 

Kretans  and  Minos,  i.  229;  in  the 
time  of  Homer,  ii.  102  ,  and  Xerxes, 
v.  66. 

Krete ,  migrations  of  Dorians  to,  ii. 
30;  early  Dorians  in,  ii.  310;  Pe- 
rioeki  in,  ii.  364  n.  3  ;  Phalaekus  in, 
xi.  433. 

Kretheis  and  Peleus,  i.  114. 

Kretheus ,  descendants  of,  i.  113. 

Kreiisa ,  i.  198,  204. 

Krimesus ,  Timoleon’s  victory  over 
the  Carthaginians  at  the,  xi.  174 

s®q'  . 

Knos ,  i.  5,  6. 

Krissa ,  iv.  59  seq. 

Kritias  and  Sokrates,  vii.  36  seq.; 
return  of.  to  Athens,  viii.  233  seq. ; 
and  Theramenes,  viii.  237  seq., 
245  seq. ;  death  of,  viii.  290. 

Krius ,  iv.  325,  328. 

Krommyon ,  capture  of,  ix.  335  ;  re¬ 
covery  of,  ix.  353. 

Kromnus ,  capture  of  Lacedaemonians 
at,  x.  316  seq. 

Kronium ,  Dionysius  at,  xi  41. 

Kronos,  i  5  seq.,  8. 

Krotdn ,  foundation,  territory,  and  co¬ 
lonies  of,  iii.  376  seq.  ;  fall  of,  iii. 
392  ,  maximum  power  of,  iii.  394  ; 
citizens  and  government  of,  iii.  399  ; 
and  Pythagoras,  iv.  401  seq.  ;  and 
Sybaris,  iv.  413  seq  ,  capture  of, 
by  Dionysius,  xi.  22;  expedition 
from  Syracuse  to,  xii.  397. 

Krypteia ,  ii.  378. 

Kteatos  and  Eurytos,  i.  141. 

Ktestas  and  Herodotus  on  Cyrus,  iv. 
185;  on  Darius,  iv.  264. 

Ktesiphon ,  xi.  371,  xii.  286  seq. 

Kunaxa,  battle  of,  ix.  42  seq. 


Kuretes ,  ceremonies  of,  i.  31. 

Km  axares ,  iii.  231,  254. 

Kydonta ,  vi.  203. 

Kyknus ,  i  294. 

Kyldn  the  Athenian ,  attempted  asu! 
pation  of,  iii.  81  seq. 

Kijlon  of  Krotdn,  iv.  409. 

Kyllyrii  at  Svracuse,  v.  206. 

Ky  mceans  and  Pactvas,  iv.  201. 

Kyme,  iii.  190;  Aikibiades  at,  viii 
153. 

Kynegeirus,  iv.  350. 

Kynossema ,  battle  of,  viii.  109  seq. 

Kynurians,  ii.  303 ;  in  Argolis,  ii. 
451. 

Kypselus ,  iii.  40  ;  fall  of  the  dynasty 
of,  iii.  43. 

Kyrene ,  foundation  of,  iv.  29  seq. ; 
situation,  fertility  and  prosperity 
of,  iv.  31  seq. ;  and  the  Libyans,  iv. 
35  seq.,  42  seq.;  second  migration 
of  Greeks  to,  iv.  41 ;  and  Egypt, 
iv.  42  ;  reform  of,  by  Demonax,  iv. 
43 ;  Perioeki  at,  iv.  45  ;  third  im¬ 
migration  to,  iv.  46  ;  submission  of 
to  Kambyses,  iv.  220  ;  history  of, 
from  about  b.  c.  450  to  306,  xii. 
428  seq. ;  Ophelias,  viceroy  of,  xii 
431  seq. 

Kythera ,  capture  of,  by  the  Athenians, 
vi.  365  seq. 

Kytinium ,  occupation  of,  by  Philip, 
xi.  498. 

Kyzikus  and  the  Argonauts,  i.  234 ; 
revolt  of,  from  Athens,  viii.  112; 
siege  of,  by  Mindarus,  viii.  120; 
battle  of,  viii.  121. 


L 

Labdalum ,  vii.  248,  269 
Lacedaemonian  envoys  to  Persia,  b. 
c.  430,  vi.  181 ;  embassy  to  Ath¬ 
ens  about  the  prisoners  in  Sphak- 
teria,  vi.  325  seq. ;  reinforcement 
to  Brasidas  in  Chalkidike,  vi. 
449 ,  envoys  at  the  congress  at 
Corinth,  b.  c.  421,  vii.  15;  envoys 
at  Athens,  about  Panaktum  and 
Pylus,  vii.  29  ;  embassy  to  Athens, 
against  the  alliance  of  Athens  with 
Argos,  vii.  44  seq. ;  army,  vii.  79, 
81  n.  2 ;  assembly  speech  of  Aikibi¬ 
ades  in,  vii.  237  seq. ;  fleet  under 
Agesandridas,  viii.  66,  71 ;  fleet, 
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victory  of,  near  Eretria,  viii.  72 
seq. ;  mara,  destruction  of  a,  by 
Iphikrate9,  ix.  350  seq.  ;  auxilia¬ 
ries  to  the  Phokians  at  Thermopy¬ 
lae,  xi.  419,  421. 

Ejacedcemonians  and  Cyrus  the  Great, 
iv.  199;  attack  of,  upon  Polykra- 
t£s,  iv.  243 ;  and  Themistokles,  v. 
149,  278,  280;  and  Mardonius’s 
offer  of  peace  to  the  Athenians,  v. 
151  seq.;  invoke  the  aid  of  their 
allies  against  the  Helots,  v.  316; 
dismiss  their  Athenian  auxiliaries 
against  the  Helots,  v.  317  seq  ; 
expedition  of,  into  Boeotia,  b.  c. 
458,  v.  327  seq. ;  victory  of,  at  Ta- 
nagra,  v.  328 ;  proceedings  of,  on 
Phormio’s  victory  over  the  Pelo¬ 
ponnesian  fleet  near  Rhium,  vi. 
202 ;  proceedings  of,  for  the  re¬ 
covery  of  Pylus,  vi.  319,  320  seq  , 
occupation  of  Sphakteria  by,  vi. 
320,  347  ;  blockade  of,  in  Sphak¬ 
teria,  vi.  324  seq.,  333  seq.,  342 
seq. ;  offers  of  peace  from,  after 
the  capture  of  Sphakteria,  vi.  353 ; 
assassination  of  Helots  by,  vi.  368 
seq  ;  and  the  Peace  of  Nikias.  vii. 
3;  liberate  the  Arcadian  subjects 
©f  Mantinea,  and  plant  Helots  at 
Lepreum,  vii.  21 ;  exclusion  of, 
from  the  Olympic  festival,  vii.  57 
seq. ;  detachment  of,  to  reinforce 
Epidaurus,  b.  c.  419,  vii.  70;  and 
their  allies,  invasions  of  Argos  by, 

vii.  71  seq.,  102,  Gylippus  sent  to 
Syracuse  by,  vii.  242 ;  fortification 
«>f  Dekeleia  by,  vii.  288,  354 ;  and 
the  Four  Hundred,  viii.  65 ;  recap¬ 
ture  of  Pylus  by,  viii.  131 ;  defeat 
of,  at  Arginusae,  viii.  173  seq.;  re¬ 
payment  of,  by  the  Athenians,  af¬ 
ter  the  restoration  of  the  democra¬ 
cy,  b  C.  403,  viii  305 ;  assassina¬ 
tion  of  Alkibiades  demanded  by, 

viii.  313,  the  Cyreians  under,  ix. 
170,  174,  208,  217,  318  ;  and  Dor- 
ieus,  ix.  271  seq.;  and  Corinthians, 
conflicts  between,  b.  C  393,  ix.  326 
seq  ,  victory  of,  within  the  Long 
Walls  of  Corinth,  ix.  333  seq.; 
and  the  Olynthian  confederacy,  x. 
56 ;  seizure  of  the  Kadmeia  at 
Thebes  by,  x  60  seq.;  trial  and 
execution  of  Ismenias  by,  x.  64 ; 
their  surrender  of  the  Kadmeia  at 


Thebes,  x.  8f  seq.,  defeat  of,  tit 
Tegyra,  x.  134;  expulsion  of, 
from  Boeotia,  b.  g.  374,  x.  135;  at 
Kromnus,  x.  316  seq.;  at  Manti¬ 
nea,  b.  C.  362,  x.  329,  335,  338, 340 
seq.;  and  Alexander,  xii.  13- 

Laches,  expedition  to  Sicily  under, 
vii.  132. 

Lachesis ,  i.  7. 

Laconia,  genealogy  of,  i.  168;  popu 
lation  of,  ii.  362 ;  gradual  conquest 
of  ii.  417;  modern,  ii.  418  n.  3, 
454  n. ;  invasions  of,  by  Epaminoa- 
das,  x.  215  seq.,  330  seq.;  western, 
abstraction  of,  from  Sparta,  x  226 
seq. 

Lade,  combined  Ionic  fleet  at,  iv.  300 
seq. ;  victory  of  Persian  fleet  at, 
iv.  304. 

Laius  and  (Edipus,  i.  265. 

Lakes  and  marshes  of  Greece,  ii 
219. 

Lamachus ,  vii.  148,  190  seq.,  256. 

Lamia,  Antipater  at,  xii.  315  seq. 

[jaminn  war,  xii.  315  seq.,  334. 

Lampsakus ,  revolt  of,  viii.  91;  reeov 
ery  of,  by  Strombichides,  viii 
96. 

Language ,  Greek,  dialects  of,  ii  239. 

Daniki ,  xii.  208. 

Laocodn,  i.  303. 

Laomeddn,  i.  57,  285. 

Laphystios,  Zeus,  i.  127. 

Laphystius  and  Timoleon,  xi.  192. 

Larissa,  Asiatic,  iii.  191  n.  1,  192. 

Lash ,  use  of,  by  Xerxes,  v.  24,  31. 

Lasthenes  and  Euthykrates,  xi.  351, 
352. 

Latin ,  Oscan,  and  Greek  languages* 
iii*.  354. 

Latium ,  emigration  from  Arcadia  to, 
iii.  351  n.  3  ;  plunder  of,  by  Diony¬ 
sius,  xi.  25. 

Latins,  CEnotrians  and  Epirots,  rela¬ 
tionship  of,  iii.  351. 

Latona  and  Zeus,  offspring  of,  i.  10. 

Laurium,  mines  of,  v.  55  seq. 

Laws,  authority  of,  in  historical  Ath 
ens,  ii.  81  ;  of  Solon,  iii.  131  seq. . 
of  Zaleukus,  iii.  382;  and  pseph- 
isms,  distinction  between,  v.  373 , 
enactment  and  repeal  of,  at  Ath 
ens,  v  373  seq. 

Layard! s  “  Nineveh  and  its  Remains 
iii.  305. 

Learchus  and  Erysfi,  iv.  43. 
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Habedos,  revolt  of  from  Athens,  vii. 
383. 

Lecho&um,  capture  of,  by  the  Lacedae¬ 
monians,  ix.  345  n  1,  348. 

Leda ,  and  Tyndareus,  i.  168  seq. 

Legend  of  Demeter,  i.  39  seq. ;  of  the 
Delphian  oracle,  i.  45 ;  of  Pan¬ 
dora,  i.  75  n.  4,  76  ;  of  Io,  i.  84  seq. ; 
of  Herakles,  i.  93  seq. ;  Argonatic, 
i.  234  n.  3,  245  seq.,  255  seq. ;  of 
Troy,  i.  289  seq  ;  of  the  Minyae 
from  Lemnos,  ii.  27 ;  and  history, 
Grecian,  blank  between,  ii.  31  seq^. 

legendary  Greece,  social  state  of,  it. 
57—1 18;  poems  of  Greece,  value 
of,  ii.  55  seq. 

Lea  ends ,  mystic,  i.  32  seq  ;  of  Apol¬ 
lo,  i.  45  seq. ;  of  Greece,  originally 
isolated,  afterwards  thrown  into 
series,  i.  105 ;  of  Medea  and  Jason, 
i.  118  n. ;  change  of  feeling  with 
regard  to,  i.  186;  Attic,  i.  191 ;  an¬ 
cient,  deeply  rooted  in  the  faith  of 
the  Greeks,  i.  217,  348 ;  of  Thebes, 
i.  256  seq. ;  divine,  allegorized,-  he¬ 
roic  historicized,  i.  424  ;  of  saints, 
i.  469  seq. ;  of  Asia  Minor,  iii.  227. 

Lekythus ,  capture  of,  by  Brasidas,  vi. 
425. 

Leleges,  ii.  264. 

Lelex,  i.  172. 

Lemnos  and  the  Argonauts,  i.  233 ; 
early  condition  of,  iv.  28;  con¬ 
quest  of,  by  Otanes,  iv.  278;  Mil- 
tiades  at,  iv.  279  seq. 

Lending  houses,  iii.  162. 

Leokrates,  xi.  504. 

Leon  and  Diomedon,  vii.  385  seq. ; 
viii.  28. 

Leon  the  Spartan ,  viii.  20,  94. 

Leon,  mission  of,  to  Persia,  x.  278, 
280. 

Leonidas  at  Thermopylae,  v.  76  seq., 
89  seq. 

Leonnatus,  xii.  317,  321. 

Leontiades,  the  oligarchy  under,  x.  29 
«. ;  conspiracy  of,  x.  58  seq. ;  at 
Sparta,  x  62 ;  Thebes  under,  x. 
79,  80;  conspiracy  against,  x.  81 
seq. ;  death  of,  x.  86 

Leontim,  iii.  364;  intestine  dissention 
at,  vii.  140;  Demos  at,  apply  to 
Athens,  vii.  142,  143;  Dionysius 
at,  b.  c.  396,  x.  442,  468,  492 ;  the 
mercenaries  of  Dionysius  at,  xi.  2; 
Philistus  at,  xi.  99 ,  Dion  at,  xi. 


I  106,  108,  109  ;  Hiketas  at,  xi.  160, 
170,  surrender  of,  to  Timoleotl, 
xi.  182. 

|  Leosthenes  the  admiral ,  x.  370. 

Leosthenes  the  general ,  xii.  oil,  31S 
seq. 

Leotychides the Proldeid,  ii.  430 ;  chosea 
king  of  Sparta,  iv.  326  ;  and  TEgi- 
netan  hostages,  iv.  328,  v.  46 ;  at 
Mykale,  v.  193,  banishment  of,  v. 
259. 

LeoUf chides y  son  of  Agis  //.,  ix.  242, 
244. 

Lepreum  and  Elis,  ii.  440,  vii.  18, 
Brasidean  Helots  at,  vii.  21. 

Leptines,  brother  of  Dionysius ,  x.  489, 
491,  495.  xi.  13,  33,  42. 

Leptines  the  Athenian,  xi.  272. 

Leptines,  general  of  Ayatimkles,  xii, 
434,  441. 

Lesbians,  their  application  to  Sparta, 

vi.  76. 

Lesbos,  early  history  of,  iii.  193  seq.; 
autonomous  ally  of  Athens,  vi.  2 ; 
Athenian  kleruchs  in,  vi.  257  ;  ap¬ 
plication  from,  to  Agis,  vii.  365 ; 
expedition  of  the  Chians  against. 

vii.  382  seq.;  Thrasyllus  at,  viii. 
102;  Kallikratidas  in,  viii.;  166; 
Thrasybulus  in,  ix.  166.  MemnoQ 
in,  xii.  105,  recovery  of,  by  Mace¬ 
donian  admirals,  xii.  141. 

Lethe ,  i.  7. 

Let6,  i.  6,  10 

Leukas ,  iii.  404  seq. 

Leukon  of  Bosporus,  xii.  481 

Leukothea,  the  temple  of,  i.  242- 

Leuktra ,  the  battle  of,  x.  176  seq  ; 
treatment  of  Spartans  defeated  at, 
x.  192  seq.;  extension  of  Thebaa 
power  after  the  battle  of,  x.  193; 
proceedings  in  Peloponnesus  after 
the  battle  of,  x.  198,  242 ;  position 
of  Sparta  after  the  battle  of,  x. 
201  ;  proceedings  in  Arcadia  after 
the  battle  of,  x.  204  seq.,  proceedings 
and  views  of  Epaminondas  after  the 
battle  of,  x.  213  seq. 

Libya,  first  voyages  of  Greeks  to,  tv. 
29  ;  nomads  of,  iv.  38  seq. ;  expedi¬ 
tion  of  Kambyses  against,  iv.  220. 

Libyans  and  Greeks  at  Kyrene,  iv.  3? 
seq  ,  and  Dionysius,  x.  510. 

Liby-  Phoenicians,  x.  332. 

Lechas  and  bones  of  Orestes,  ii  447  , 
and  the  Olympic  festival,  iv  72  n. 
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2,  vii.  53  n.,  59  ;  mission  of  to  Mile¬ 
tus,  vii.  397,  398,  viii.  98. 

Lilybceum,  defeat  of  Dionysius  near, 

xi.  45. 

Limos,  i.  7,  10,  n.  6. 

Lion ,  the  Nemean,  i.  7. 

Lissus,  foundation  of,  xi.  24. 

Livy,  his  opinion  as  to  the  chances 
of  Alexander,  if  he  had  attacked 
the  Romans,  xii.  260  ;  on  the  char¬ 
acter  of  Alexander,  xii.  265  n.  3. 
Lixtis  and  Tingis,  iii.  273  n.  1. 

Loans  on  interest,  iii.  109,  159. 
Localities ,  epical,  i.  245. 

Lockages ,  Spartan,  ii.  459. 

Lochus ,  Spartan,  ii.  458  seq. ;  Mace¬ 
donian,  xii.  60. 

Logographers  and  ancient  mythes,  i. 
377,  390  seq. 

Lobri ,  Epizephrian ,  early  history  of, 
iii.  379  seq.;  and  Dionysius,  x. 
476,  xi.  17,21,23;  Dionysius  the 
Younger  at,  xi.  105,  132  seq. 
Lokrian  coast  opposite  Euboea,  Athe¬ 
nian  ravage  of,  vi.  136. 

Lokrians ,  ii.  287  ;  Ozolian,  ii.  290 ; 
Italian,  iii.  380  seq.,  iv.  172  n. ;  of 
Opus  and  Leonidas,  v.  76;  and 
Phokians,  xi.  251,  253;  of  Am- 
phissa,  xi.  469. 

Lokris  and  Athens,  v.  331. 
long  Walls  at  Megara,  v.  324 ;  at  Ath¬ 
ens,  v.  325  seq.,  327,  331,  vi.  20, 

viii.  231,  ix.  328  seq.;  at  Corinth, 

ix.  340  seq. 

Lucanians,  xi.  9  seq  .  132. 

Lucretius  and  ancient  mythes,  i.  430 
n. 

Lydia ,  early  history  of,  iii.  220  seq.  • 
Lydian  music  and  instruments,  iii. 
212,  219;  monarchy,  iii.  262,  iv. 
191  seq. 

Lydians,  iii.  215  seq.,  219,  iv.  198. 
Lykceus ,  Zeus,  i.  174. 

Lykambes  and  Archilochus,  iv.  81. 
Lykadn  and  his  fifty  sons,  i.  173  seq. 
Lykia,  conquest  of,  by  Alexander, 

xii.  99. 

Lykidas ,  the  Athenian  senator,  v. 
155. 

Lykomedes ,  x.  259  seq.,  281.  288. 
Lykophrdn ,  son  of  Periander,  iii.  42. 
LykophrSn,  despot  of  Pheroe,  xi.  261, 
292,  294. 

fjykurgus  the  Spartan ,  laws  and  dis¬ 
cipline  of,  ii.  337-349,  381-421. 


Lylcurgus  the  Athenian,  xii.  278,  378, 

Lykus,  i.  204  ;  and  Dirke,  i.  263. 

Lynkeus  and  Idas,  i.  172. 

Lyre ,  Ilermes  the  inventor  of,  i.  59 

Lyric  poetry ,  Greek,  ii.  136,  iv.  73, 
93. 

Lysander ,  appointments  of,  as  admi¬ 
ral.  viii.  138  n.,  212;  character  and 
influence  of,  viii.  139,  ix.  309  ;  and 
Cyrus  the  Younger,  viii.  140  seq., 
214,  215  ;  factions  organized  by,  in 
the  Asiatic  cities,  viii,  143,  at  Eph¬ 
esus,  viii.  152,  212;  victory  of,  at 
Notium,  viii.  153;  superseded  by 
Kallikratidas,  viii.  162;  revolution 
at  Miletus  by  the  partisans  of,  viii, 
213;  operations  of,  after  the  battle 
of  Arginusse,  viii.  215  seq.;  victory 
of,  at  jEgospotami,  viii.  217  seq.; 
proceedings  of,  after  the  battle  of 
ACgospotami,  viii.  222 ;  at  Athens, 
viii,  226  seq.,  237  ;  conquest  of  Sa¬ 
mos  by,  viii.  238 ;  triumphant  re¬ 
turn  of,  to  Sparta,  viii.  238 ;  ascen¬ 
dency  and  arrogance  of,  after  the 
capture  of  Athens,  viii.  261,  ix. 
204,  236  seq. ;  opposition  to,  at 
Sparta,  viii.  262,  ix.  204;  contras¬ 
ted  with  Kallikratidas,  viii.  263  j 
expedition  of,  against  Thrasybulus, 
viii.  274 ;  dekarchies  established 
by,  ix.  184  seq.,  197 ;  contrasted 
with  Brasidas,  ix.  195  ;  recall  and 
temporary  expatriation  of,  ix.  205 ; 
introduction  of  gold  and  silver  to 
Sparta  by,  ix.  230  seq. ;  intrigues 
of,  to  make  himself  king,  ix.  237, 
239  seq.,  300 ;  and  Agesilaus,  ix. 
242  seq.,  257,  260  seq. ;  and  the 
Boeotian  war,  ix.  292,  295 ;  death 
of,  ix.  296. 

Lysias,  seizure  of,  by  the  Thirty  at 
Athens,  viii.  248;  speech  of,  a- 
gainst  Phormisius’s  disfranchising 
proposition,  viii.  294 ;  proposed 
citizenship  of,  viii.  309,  oration  of, 
against  Ergokles,  ix.  367  ;  oration 
of,  at  Olympia,  b.  c.  384,  x.  73 
seq. ;  panegyrical  oration  of,  xi.  29 
seq.,  35  n. 

Lysikles ,  vi.  232. 

Lysikles,  general  at  Choeorinea,  xi 
502. 

Lysimachus,  confederacy  of,  with  Kap* 
sander,  Ptolemy,  and  Seleukus,  a- 
gainst  Antigonus,  xii.  367.  372, 
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583 ;  Kassander,  Pt«.emy,  and 
Seleukus,  pacification  of,  with  An* 
ligonus,  xii.  371  ;  and  Amastris, 
xii.  468 ;  and  ArsinoS,  xii.  489 
seq. ;  death  of,  xii.  470 ;  and  the 
Pentapoiis  on  the  south  west  coast 
of  the  Euxine,  xii.  472. 


M. 

Macedonia,  Mardonias  in,  iv.  313; 
Perdikkas  and  Brasidas  in,  vi.  449, 
453  seq. ;  increasing  power  of  from 
B  c.  414,  x.  44 ;  and  Athens,  con¬ 
trasted,  x.  47 ;  kings  of,  after  Ar- 
chelaus,  x.  48 ;  state  of,  B.  C.  370, 
X.  248,  249 ;  Iphikrates  in,  x.  230 
seq. ;  Timotheus  in,  x.  300 ;  gov¬ 
ernment  of,  xi.  210  seq. ;  military 
condition  of,  under  Philip,  xi.  282 
seq.,  xii.  55  seq. ;  and  conquered 
Greece,  xii.  1,  52;  and  the  Greeks, 
on  Alexander's  accession,  xii,  9 ; 
Antipater,  viceroy  of,  xii.  87,  88 ; 
and  Sparta,  war  between,  xii.  281 
seq. ;  Grecian  confederacy  against, 
after  Alexander’s  death,  xii.  313 
seq  ;  Kassander  in,  xii.  366 ;  De¬ 
metrius  Poliorketes  acquires  the 
crown  of,  xii.  389. 

Macedonian  dynasty,  iv.  12  13;  en¬ 
voys  at  Athens,  xi.  387,  390,  398  ; 
phalanx,  xi.  501,  xii.  59  seq.,  251 ; 
interventions  in  Greece,  b.  c.  336— 
335,  xii.  16  seq.;  pike,  xii.  57, 101 
seq. ;  troops,  xii.  61  seq. ;  officers 
of  Alexanders  army  in  Asia,  xii 
72 ;  fleet,  master  of  the  JEgean,  xii. 
141 ;  soldiers  of  Alexander,  mutiny 
of,  xii.  242  seq. 

Macedonians,  ii.  233,  iv.  1  n.,  8  seq. ; 
conquered  by  Megabazus,  iv.  276 ; 
poverty  and  rudeness  of,  xi.  283 ; 
military  aptitude  of,  xii.  87  ;  small 
loss  of,  at  the  battle  of  the  Grani- 
kus,  xii.  86. 

Machaon  and  Podaleirius,  i.  180 

Mceandrius ,  iv.  245  seq. 

Mceonians  and  Lydians,  iii.  219. 

Magians ,  massacre  of,  after  the  assas¬ 
sination  of  Smerdis,  iv.225. 

Magistrates  of  early  Athens,  v.  352 
seq. ;  Athenian,  from  the  time  of 
Perikl^s,  v.  355,  357,  366  seq. 

Magna  Grcecia,  iii.  399. 


Magnesia.,  iii.  179,  192 ;  Xerxes’s  fieRfc 
near,  v.  84  seq. ;  on  the  Pagasasa4 
Gulf,  xi.  304  n.  3. 

Magnetes .  Thessalian  and  Asiatic,  ii 
285. 

Magoti.  off  Katana,  x.  495;  n-sa? 
Abaksena,  xi.  6 ;  at  Agyrium,  xi 
7 ;  death  of,  xi.  41. 

Magon  and  Hiketas,  xi.  156  seq.; 
death  of,  xi.  171. 

Maia  and  Zeus,  offspring  of,  i.  10  * 

Makr6nes  and  the  Ten  Thousand,  L?,. 
112. 

Malians ,  ii.  282. 

Maili ,  xii.  234. 

Mallus ,  Alexander  at,  xii,  114. 

Mamerfcus  and  Timoleon,  xi.  199 
seq. 

Manetho  and  the  Sothiac  period,  iii 
339  seq. 

Mania ,  sub-satrap  of  JEolis,  ix.  214 
seq. 

Mantinea  and  Tegea,  ii,  442  seq„  vi 
452,  vii.  14 ;  and  Sparta,  ii.  444,  vii 
20,  94,  x.  35  seq. ;  and  Argos,  vti 
19:  congress  at,  vii  67  seq.;  bat¬ 
tle  o?,  b.  c.  418,  vii.  81  seq.;  expe¬ 
dition  of  Agesipolis  to,  x.  38  seq, 
and  the  river  Ophis,  x.  36  n.  2  ;  re¬ 
establishment  of,  x.  205  seq.  | 
march  of  Agesslaus  against,  x.  211 
seq. ;  muster  of  Peloponnesian  en« 
emies  to  Thebes  at,  x.  329;  as- 
tempted  surprise  of,  by  the  cavalry 
of,  Epaminondas,  x.  332  seq. ;  bat¬ 
tle  of,  B.  c.  362,  x.  335  seq..  3'57j 
peace  concluded  after  the  battle  OS, 
x.  350. 

Mantineans  and  the  Pan-Arcadieffi 
union,  x.  322  seq. ;  opposition  of 
to  Theban  intervention,  x.  326. 

Mantinico-Tegeatic  plain,  £■  338. 

Mantitheus  and  Aphepsion,  vii.  SOS: 
seq. 

Mantd ,  iii.  184. 

Marakanda ,  Alexander  at,  xii.  204, 
207  seq. 

Marathon ,  battle  of,  iv.  342-360. 

Marathus  surrenders  to  Alexander, 
xii.  130. 

Mardi  and  Alexander,  xii.  178,  188. 

Mardonius ,  in  Ionia,  iv.  313;  in 
Thrace  and  Macedonia,  iv.  315  s 
fleet  of,  destroyed  near  Mount 
Athos,  iv  314  ;  urges  Xerxes  to 
invade  Greece,  v.  3  seq.,  7  ;  advioc 


MARINE. 


550 


MENEKLEIDAS. 


of,  to  Xerxes  after  the  battle  of  I 
Salamis,  v.  138;  forces  left  with, 
in  Thessaly,  v.  141 ;  and  Medizing 
Greeks,  after  Xerxes’s  retreat,  v. 
J48;  in  Bceotia,  v.  149,  158  seq.; 
offers  of  peace  to  Athens  by,  v. 
150  seq.,  154;  at  Athens,  v.  154; 
and  his  Phokion  contingent,  v. 
161 ;  on  the  Asopus,  v.  167 ;  at 
Plataea,  v.  169  seq. 

Marine,  military,  unfavorable  to  oli¬ 
garchy,  iii.  31. 

Maritime  and  inland  cities  contrasted, 
ii.  225. 

Marpessa  and  Idas,  i.  172. 

Marriage  in  legendary  Greece,  ii.  83 ; 
among  the  Spartans,  ii.  386; 
among  the  Hindoos,  iii.  141  n ,  2. 
Marshes  and  lakes  of  Greece,  ii.  219. 
Marsyas ,  iii,  214  n.,  1,  213. 

Masistes,  v.  199. 

Masistius ,  v.  164. 

Maskames ,  v.  295. 

Massagetce,  iii.  245. 

Massa.Ua ,  iii.  280,  348,  400  seq.,  xii. 
453  seq. 

MausSlus  and  the  Social  War,  xi. 
222. 

Mazoeus  at  Thapsakus,  xii.  150;  at 
the  battle  of  Arbela,  xii.  164,  165  ; 
surrender  of  Babylon  by,  xii.  168; 
appointed  satrap  of  Babylon  by 
Alexander,  xii.  169. 

Mazares ,  iv.  200  seq. 

Medea  and  the  Argonauts,  i.  237  seq. 
Medes .  early  history  of,  iii.  224  seq. . 

and  Persians,  iv.  183,  224  seq. 
Media ,  the  wall  of,  iii.  304  n.  2,  ix. 
63,  65  n. ;  Darius  a  fugitive  in,  xii. 
178.  180. 

Medius ,  xii.  254. 

M edits,  i.  205  n.  4,  242. 

Medusa ,  i.  7,  90. 

Megahates ,  iv.  283,  284. 

Megabazus ,  iv.  275,  276. 

Megabyzns ,  v.  333. 

Megakles,  iii.  37  n.,  38,  82. 

Meyulepolis ,  capture  of,  by  Agatho- 
kles,  xii.  414. 

Megalopolis ,  foundation  of,  ii.  443,  x. 
224  seq.,  233  n.  6 ;  the  centre  of 
the  Pan-Arcadian  confederacy,  x. 
232 ;  disputes  at,  x  358 ;  and  Spar¬ 
ta,  xi.  198,  263,  290,  300  seq. 
Megapenthes  and  Perseus,  i.  90. 
Meqara,  early  histcry  of,  iii  2  44 


seq. ;  Corinth  and  Sikyftn,  analogy 
of,  iii.  47  ;  and  Athens,  iii.  90  seq., 

v.  321,  348,  351,  n.,  352,  vi.  76,  370 
seq. ;  Long  Walls  at,  v.  322  ;  Bra- 
sidas  at,  vi.  375  seq. ;  revolution 
at,  vi.  378  seq. ;  Philippizing  fac¬ 
tion  at,  xi.  449. 

Megara  in  Sicily,  iii.  365,  v.  215. 

Megarian  Sicily,  iii.  365. 

Meyarians  under  Pausanias,  and  Per¬ 
sian  cavalry  under  Masistius,  v. 
164 ;  repudiate  the  peace  of  Nikiaa, 

vi.  493,  vii.  2 ;  refuse  to  join  Argos, 

vii.  16;  recovery  of  Nisea  bv,  viii. 
131. 

Megarid ,  Athenian  ravage  of,  in  the 
Peloponnesian  war,  vi.  137. 

Meidias  of  Skepsis ,  ix.  213  seq. 

Meidias  the  Athenian ,  xi.  343,  343 
n.  2. 

Meilanidn  and  Atalanta,  i.  149. 

Meilichios,  meaning  of,  ix.  171  n. 

Mdampus,  i.  33,  109,  398,  v.  89. 

Melannippus  and  Tydeus,  i.  274,  270 

Melanthus,  ii.  23. 

Meleager,  legend  of,  i.  143  seq. 

Meleayrides,  i.  145. 

Melesippus,  vi.  126. 

Melian  nymphs,  i.  5. 

Melissus,  vi.  28,  viii.  341,  343. 

Melkarth,  temple  of,  iii.  269. 

Melon ,  x.  81  seq.,  88. 

Melos ,  settlement  of,  ii  28;  expedi¬ 
tion  against,  under  Nikias,  vi  295; 
capture  of,  vii.  109  seq.;  Antisthe- 
nes  at,  vii.  396. 

Memndn ,  son  of  Tithdnus ,  i.  298. 

Memndn  the  Rhodian,  operations  of, 
.  between  Alexander’s  accession  and 
landing  in  Asia,  xii.  49,  77;  and 
Mentor,  xii.  75;  advice  of,  on  Al¬ 
exander’s  landing  in  Asia,  xii.  78; 
made  commander-in-chief  of  the 
Persians,  xii.  92;  at  Halikarnas^us, 
xii.  95  seq. ;  his  progress  with  the 
Persian  fleet,  and  death,  xii.  105 
seq. ;  change  in  the  plan  of  Darias 
after  his  death,  xii.  107,  109. 

Memphis,  Alexander  at,  xii.  146. 

Men ,  races  of,  in  “  Works  and  Days,51 
i.  64  seq. 

Mende,  and  Athens,  vi.  441  seq. 

Menedceus,  and  the  Ambrakiots, 

305  seq. 

Menekleidas  and  Epawinondas,  S 
968  305  seq. 
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^kmeides,  viii.  203. 

Menehns,  i.  162  seq,,  iii.  269  4. 

Menestheus,  I.  312.  ii.  22. 

Menakem,  i  274. 

Mttmeth bn,  i  6,  8. 

Menon  tit?.  Thessalian ,  ix.  30,  71. 

Merum  the  Athenian,  x.  373. 

Mentor  the  Rhodian,  xi.  439  seq.,  xii. 

I  o* 

Mercenary  soldiers,  multiplication  of, 
in  Greece  after  the  Peloponnesian 
war,  xi.  281  seq. 

Mermnads ,  Lydian  dynasty  of,  iii. 
221. 

Meroe,  connection  of,  with  Egyp¬ 
tian  institutions,  iii.  313. 

Messapians ,  iii.  391 ;  and  Tarentines, 
xii.  394. 

Messene ,  foundation  of,  ii.  422,  iii. 
366  ;  foundation  of,  by  Epaminon- 
das,  x.  225,  233  n.  6,  261  ;  and 
Sparta,  x.  290,  350,  xi.  198,  263, 
290. 

Messene ,  in  Sicily ,  chorus  sent  to 
Rhegium  from,  iv.  53  n. ;  re-colo¬ 
nization  of,  by  Anaxilaus,  v.  213 ; 
Laches  at,  vii.  134  ;  Athenian  fleet 
near,  vii.  136;  Alkibiades  at,  vii. 
193 ;  Nikias  at,  vii.  223 ;  and  Dio¬ 
nysius,  x.  474  seq.,  xi.  3;  Imilkon 
at,  x.  492  seq. ;  and  Timoleon,  xi. 
158. 

Messenia,  Dorian  settlements  in,  ii. 
8,  311. 

Messenian  genealogy,  i.  172 ;  wars,  ii. 
421-438  ;  victor  proclaimed  at 
Olympia,  b.  c.  368,  x.  262. 
Messenians  and  Spartans,  early  pro¬ 
ceedings  of,  ii.  328 ;  expelled  by 
Sparta,  ix.  229,  xi  3 ;  plan  of 
Epaminondas  for  the  restoration 
of,  x.  214. 

Messenians  in  Sicily ,  defeated  by  Nax- 
ians  and  Sikels,  vii.  135 
Metaneira ,  i.  38. 

Metapontium ,  iii.  386. 

Methana ,  Athenian  Garrison  at,  vi. 
451. 

Methdne ,  iv.  23 ;  Philip  at,  xi.  260 
Methdne  in  Peloponnesus,  Athenian 
assault  upon,  vi.  134. 

Methymna,  vi.  222,  225  ;  Kallikratidas 
at,  viii.  164. 

Mctics ,  and  the  Thirty  at  Athens, 
viii.  247. 

Metis  and  Zeus,  daughter  of,  i.  9. 


Metrodorus,  i.  419,  444  n. 

Metropolis ,  relation  of  a  Grecian,  69 
its  colonies,  vi  60  n. 

Midas ,  iii.  209,  217. 

Middle  ages ,  monarchy  in,  iii.  8  seq. 

Mikythus,  v.  230,  231  238. 

Milesian  colonies  in  the  Troad,  i 
339 

Milesians  and  Lichas,  viii.  98 ;  and 
Kallikratidas,  viii.  164. 

Miletus,  early  history  of,  iii.  176  seq.; 
and  Alyatt£s,  iii.  255  seq  ;  and 
Croesus,  iii.  258 ;  sieges  of,  by  the 
Persians,  iv.  290,  305,  Histiaeus  of, 
iv.  273  seq.,  277,  280,  284,  298  seq  ; 
Phryniehus’s  tradegy  on  the  cap¬ 
ture  of,  iv.  309;  exiles  from,  at 
Zankle,  v.  211  seq.;  and  Samos, 
dispute  between,  vi.  26  ;  revolt  of, 
from  Athens,  vii.  375,  385,  387 
seq. ;  Tissaphernes  at,  vii.  376, 399 ; 
Lichas  at,  vii.  399;  Peloponnesian 
fleet  at,  viii.  25,  94,  95  seq.,  99  ;  re¬ 
volution  at,  by  the  partisans  of 
Lysander,  viii.  213:  capture  of,  by 
Alexander,  xii.  92  seq. 

Military  array  of  legendary  and  his 
torical  Greece,  ii.  106  seq.;  divi 
sions  not  distinct  from  civil  in  any 
Grecian  cities  but  Sparta,  ii.  456; 
force  of  early  oligarchies,  iii.  31 ; 
order,  Egyptian,  iii.  316:  arrange 
ments,  Kleisthenean,  iv.  136. 

Miltas ,  xi.  88. 

MUtiades  the  First,  iv.  117. 

Miltiades  the  Second ,  iv.  119;  and  the 
bridge  over  the  Danube,  iv.  271 
274  n.  2 ;  his  retirement  from  the 
Chersonese,  iv.  274  ;  capture  of 
Lemnos  and  Imbros  by,  iv.  278, 
escape  of,  from  Persian  pursuit,  lv. 
307  ;  adventures  and  character  of, 
iv.  334  seq  ;  elected  general,  490 
b.  C.,  iv.  341 ;  and  the  battle  of 
Marathon,  iv.  343  seq.;  expedition 
of,  against  Paros,  iv.  363  ,  disgrace, 
punishment,  and  death  of,  iv.  365 
seq. 

Milto,  ix.  47 

Miltolcythes,  x.  372,  378. 

Milton  on  the  early  series  of  British 
kings,  i.  484  ;  his  treatment  of  Brit 
ish  fabulous  history,  i.  487. 

Mimnermus ,  iv.  82. 

Mindarus ,  supersedes  Astyochus,  viii 
98 ;  deceived  by  Tissapherngs,  vii? 
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59 ;  removal  of,  from  Miletus  to 
Chios,  viii.  181  ;  eludes  Thrasyllus 
and  reaches  the  Hellespont,  viii. 
102, 103  n. ;  at  the  Hellespont,  viii. 
109 ;  Peloponnesian  fleet  summon¬ 
ed  from  Euboea  by,  viii.  Ill  ;  siege 
of  Kyzikus  by,  viii.  121  ;  death  of, 
viii.  121. 

Mineral  productions  of  Greece,  ii. 
229. 

Minda ,  capture  of,  by  Nikias,  vi. 
285. 

Minds,  i.  219  seq. 

Mindtaur ,  the,  i.  220  seq. 

Mini/oe ,  i.  130,  ii.  26  seq. 

Alinyas,  i.  128  seq. 

Miraculous  legends,  varied  interpre¬ 
tation  of,  i.  472  n.  2. 

Mistake  of  ascribing  to  an  un record¬ 
ing  age  the  historical  sense  of  mod¬ 
ern  times,  i.  432. 

Milford,  his  view  of  the  anti-mon¬ 
archical  sentiment  of  Greece,  iii. 
12  seq. 

Mithridates  the  Persian,  ix.  87  seq. 

Mithi'idates  of  Pontus ,  xii.  463. 

Mithrines ,  xii.  90,  207. 

Mitylenoean  envoys,  speech  of,  to  the 
Peloponnesians  at  Olympia,  vi. 
226  seq  ;  prisoners  sent  to  Athens 
by  Pachas,  vi.  243,  255. 

Mityleneans  at  Sigeium,  i.  339. 

Mitylene ,  iii.  193;  political  dissen¬ 
sions  and  poets  of,  iii.  198;  revolt 
of,  from  Athens,  vi.  221  seq. ; 
blockade  of,  by  Pach&s,  vi.  237 
seq.;  and  the  Athenian  assembly, 
vi.  244,  246  seq.;  loss  and  recovery 
of,  by  Athens,  b.  c.  412,  vii.  383, 
384  ;  Kallikratidas  at,  viii.  167 
seq. ;  removal  of  Kallikratidas 
from,  viii.  170;  Eteonikus  at,  viii. 
170,  174,  189;  blockade  of,  by 
Memnon,  xii.  105  ;  surrender  of,  by 
Chares,  xii.  142. 

Mnassippus,  expedition  of,  to  Korky- 
ra,  x.  142  seq. 

Mn emosynt,  i.  5,  10. 

klnesiphilus,  v.  122. 

Mcerce,  ana  Croesus,  iv.  194  seq. 

Mteris,  lake  of,  iii.  322  n.  1. 

Molionids ,  the,  i.  140. 

Alolossian  kingdom  of  Epiruss  xii. 
395. 

Molossians,  iii.  413  seq 

1  olossus,  i.  189. 


M&mus,  i.  7. 

Monarchy ,  in  mediaeval  and  modern 
Europe,  iii.  8  seq.;  aversion  to,  in 
Greece,  after  the  expulsion  of  Hip- 
pias,  iv.  176. 

Money ,  coined,  not  known  to  Ho 
meric  or  Hesiodic  Greeks,  ii.  116; 
coined,  first  introduction  of,  into 
Greece,  ii.  320. 

Money-lending  at  Florence  in  the  mid¬ 
dle  ages,  iii.  109  n. ;  and  the  Jew¬ 
ish  law,  iii.  Ill  n. ;  and  ancient 
philosophers,  iii.  113. 

Money-standard ,  Solon’s  debasement 
of,  iii.  100;  honestly  maintained 
at  Athens  after  Solon,  iii.  114. 

Monsters ,  offspring  of  the  gods,  i. 
11. 

Monstrous  natures  associated  with 
the  gods,  i.  1 . 

Monts  de  Pidtd.  iii.  162. 

Monuments  of  the  Argonautic  expe¬ 
dition,  i.  241  seq. 

Moon ,  eclipse  of,  b.  c.  413,  vii.  315; 
eclipse  of,  b.  c.  331,  xii.  151 . 

Mopsus,  iii.  184. 

Mora ,  Spartan,  ii.  458  seq. ;  destruc¬ 
tion  of  a  Spartan,  by  Iphikrates, 
ix.  351  seq. 

Moral  and  social  feeling  in  legendary 
Greece,  ii.  79. 

Moralizing  Greek  poets,  iv.  91  seq. 

Mosynceki ,  and  the  Ten  Thousand 
Greeks,  ix.  128. 

Mothakes,  ii.  418. 

Motye,  capture  of,  by  Dionysius,  x. 
485  seq. ;  recapture  of,  by  Imilkon, 
x  490. 

Motyum,  Duketius  at,  vii.  123. 

Mountainous  systems  of  Greece,  ii. 
212  seq. 

Muller  on  Sparta  as  the  Dorian  type, 
ii.  342. 

Multitude ,  sentiment  of  a,  compared 
with  that  of  individuals,  ix.  279. 

Munychia  and  Peirteus,  Themistokl@s’ 
wall  round,  v.  249;  Menyllus  in, 
xii.  326,  339  ;  Nikanor  in,  xii.  339 
345. 

Muse,  inspiration  and  authority  of 
the,  i.  355. 

Muses ,  the,  i.  10. 

Music,  ethical  effect  of  old  Grecian, 
ii.  433;  Greek,  improvements  in, 
about  the  middle  of  the  seventh 
century  b.  c.,  iv.  77 ,  comprebee- 
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»ive  meaning  of,  among  the  ancient 
Greeks,  viii.  349. 

Musical  modes  of  the  Greeks,  iii. 

212. 

Musicians,  Greek,  in  the  seventh  cen¬ 
tury  B.  c.,  iv.  76  n. 

ilvdoc,  i.  356,  432  n.,  458. 

Mutilated  Grecian  captives  at  Perse- 
polis,  xii.  173. 

Mutilation  of  d:ud  bodies  in  legen¬ 
dary  and  historical  Greece,  ii.  92; 
of  Bessus,  xii.  206. 

Mutiny  at  Athens  immediately  be- 
fore  Solon’s  legislation,  iii.  93. 

Mygdonia,  iii.  210. 

Mykale,  Pan-Ionic  festival  at,  iii. 
177  ;  the  battle  of,  v.  191  seq. 

Mykalessus ,  massacre  at,  vii.  357  seq. 

Myknce ,  i.  90  seq. 

Myriandrus,  Alexander’s  march  from 
Kilikia  to,  xii.  114;  Alexander’s 
return  from,  xii.  117. 

Myrkinus,  iv.  273,  296. 

Myrmidons,  origin  of,  i.  184. 

I \fyr6n,  iii.  32. 

Muronid&s,  v.  323,  331. 

Myrtilus ,  i.  159. 

Mysia ,  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks  in, 
ix.  172  seq. 

Mysians,  iii.  196,  205  seq.,  909. 

Mysteries ,  principal  Pan- Hellenic,  i. 
28,  38,  41,  43,  v.  209  n. ;  and  my- 
thes,  i.  496. 

ih  istic  legends,  connection  of,  with 
Egypt,  i.  32 ;  legends,  contrast  of, 
with  Homeric  hymns,  i.  34 ;  bro¬ 
therhoods,  iii.  87. 

Mythe  of  Pandora  and  Prometheus, 
how  used  in  “  Works  and  Days,” 
i.  71 ;  meaning  of  the  word,  i.  356. 

Mythes,  how  to  be  told,  i.  2 ;  Hesiodic, 
traceable  to  Krete  and  Delphi,  i. 
15;  Grecian,  origin  of,  i.  4,  52,  61 
seq.,  340  seq. ;  of  the  gods,  discre¬ 
pancies  in,  i.  53  n.,  54 ;  contain 
gods,  heroes  and  men,  i.  64 ; 
formed  the  entire  mental  stock  of 
the  early  GreekG,  i.  340,  359  ;  dif¬ 
ficulty  of  regarding  them  in  the 
same  light  as  the  ancients  did,  i. 
341 ;  Grecian,  adapted  to  the  per¬ 
sonifying  and  patriotic  tendencies 
of  the  Greeks,  i.  344  seq. ;  Grecian, 
beauty  of,  i.  351 ;  Grecian,  how  to 
understand  properly,  i.  351  seq. ; 
how  regarded  by  superior  men  in 

vol.  xii.  47 


the  age  of  Thucydides,  i.  375;  af* 
commodated  to  a  more  advanced 
age,  i.  376  seq.;  treatment  of,  by 
poets  and  logographers,  i,  377  seq  ; 
treatment  of,  by  historians,  i.  391 
seq;  historicised,  i.  409  seq.;  treat¬ 
ment  of,  by  philosophers,  i.  418 
seq.;  allegorized,  i. 419  seq. ;  semi- 
historical  interpretation  of,  i.  433 ; 
allegorical  theory  of,  i.  436  ;  con¬ 
nection  of,  with  mysteries,  i  436 ; 
supposed  ancient  meaning  of,  i. 
438;  Plato  on,  i.  441  seq.,  420; 
recapitulation  of  remarks  on,  i. 
450  seq. ;  familiarity  of  the  Greeks 
with,  i.  456  seq. ;  bearing  of,  on 
Grecian  art,  i.  459  seq. ;  German, 
i.  363 ;  Grecian,  proper  treatment 
of,  i.  487  seq. ;  Asiatic,  iii.  221. 

Mythical  world,  opening  of,  i.  1  ;  sen¬ 
timent  in  “  Works  and  Days,”  i. 
68  seq.;  geography,  i.  246  seq.; 
faith  in  the  Homeric  age,  i.  357 ; 
genealogies,  i.  445  seq. ;  age,  gods 
and  men  undistinguishable  in,  i. 
449 ;  events,  relics  of,  i.  457  ;  ac¬ 
count  of  the  alliance  between  tho 
Herakleids  and  Dorians,  ii.  2  :  ra¬ 
ces  of  Greece,  ii.  19. 

Mythology ,  Grecian,  sources  of  our 
information  on,  i.  106,  German, 
Celtic,  and  Grecian,  i.  462,  483, 
Grecian,  how  it  would  have  been 
affected  by  the  introduction  of 
Christianity,  b.  c.  500,  i.  467. 

Mythopceic  faculty,  stimulus  to,  i.  351 ; 
age,  the,  i.  361 ;  tendencies,  by 
what  causes  enfeebled,  i.  361  seq.; 
tendencies  in  modern  Europe,  i» 
469  seq. 

Myus,  iii.  172. 

N. 

Napoleon ,  analogy  between  his  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  confederation  of  the 
Rhine,  and  that  of  Alexander  to 
the  Greeks,  xii.  51. 

Nature ,  first  regarded  as  impersonal, 
i.  368. 

Naukraries,  iii.  52,  65. 

Naukratis,  iii.  327,  335  seq. 

Naupaktus,  origin  of  the  name,  ii.  3; 
Phormio’s  victory  near,  vi.  206 
seq. ;  Eurylochus’s  attack  upon,  vi. 
301  ;  Demosthenes  at,  vi.  301 
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naval  battle  at,  b.  c.  413,  vii.  358 
seq. 

Nausinikus ,  census  in  the  archonship 
of,  x.  115  seq. 

Naval  attack,  Athenian,  vi  63. 

Naxians  and  Sikels,  defeat  of  Mes- 

6enians  by,  vii.  135. 

Naxos,  early  power  of,  iii.  165;  ex¬ 
pedition  of  Aristagoras  against,  iv. 
282  seq. ;  Datis  at,  iv. ;  revolt  aad 
re-conquest  of,  v.  307. 

Naxos  in  Sicily ,  iii.  363,  vii.  193,  x.  468. 

Nem-chus ,  voyages  of,  xii.  233,  235, 
237,  238. 

Nebuchadnezzar ,  iii.  333. 

Necklaces  of  Eriphyle  and  Helen,  i, 
287  seq. 

Nectanebus ,  xi.440. 

Negative  side  of  Grecian  philosophy, 
viii.  345. 

Neileus ,  or  N&leus,  i.  109,  ii.  2-s,  Iii. 
173. 

Nekos,  iii.  329  seq. 

Nektanebis ,  x.  362,  363. 

Neleids  down  to  Kodrus,  i.  111. 

Nelms  and  Pelias,  i.  107  seq. 

Nemean  lion,  the,  i.  7  ;  games,  ii.461, 
iv.  65  seq. 

Nemesis ,  i.  7. 

Neobuie  and  Archilochus,  iv.  81. 

Neon  the  Cyreian ,  ix.  138  seq.,  147. 

Neon  the  Corinthian ,  xi.  158  seq. 

Neopfolemus ,  son  of  Achilles,  i.  1885, 
300,  305. 

Neopfolemus  the  actor,  xi.  373. 

NephdS,  i.  123  seq. 

Nereus ,  i.  7. 

Nereids,  i.  7. 

Nessus ,  the  centaur,  i.  150. 

Nestor,  i.  110. 

Niebelungen  Lied,  i.  479. 

Nikcea  on  the  Hydaspes,  xii.  229, 233. 

Nikanor,  xii.  339,  354  seq. 

Nikias,  at  Minoa,  vi.  285 ;  position 
and  character  of,  vi.  285  seq. ;  and 
Kleon,  vi.  287  seq.,  457  seq. ;  at 
Melos,  vi.  295 ;  in  the  Corinthian 
territory,  vi.  355  seq. ;  at  MendS 
and  Skiond,  vi.  441  seq.;  peace 
of,  vi.  490  seq.  vii.  1  seq.;  and  the 
Spartans  takens  at  Sphakteria,  vii. 
6  seq.;  embassy  of,  to  Sparta,  vii. 
44  ;  and  AlkibiadSs,  vii.  104  seq., 
viii.  158;  appointed  commander 
of  the  Sicilian  expedition,  b.  C. 
415,  vii.  148;  speeches  and  in* 


fluenee  of,  on  the  Sicilian  exp®> 
dition,  b.  c.  415,  vii.  148  seq.,  155, 
159;  his  plan  of  action  fci  Sicily, 
vii.  191  ;  dilatory  proceedings  of. 
in  Sicily,  vii.  219,  225,  258  seq. 
stratagem  of,  for  approaching  Sy¬ 
racuse,  vii.  221 ;  at  the  battle  neai 
the  Olympeion  at  Syracuse,  vii.  220 
measures  of,  after  his  victory  nea- 
the  Olympeion  at  Syracuse,  vii 
223  ;  at  Mess6n§  in  Sicily,  vii.  223 
forbearance  of  the  Athenians  to 
wards,  vii.  225  seq. ;  at  Katana,  vii 
234  ;  in  Sicily  in  the  spring  of  B.  c 
414,  vii.  243 ;  his  neglect  in  not  pre¬ 
venting  Gylippus’s  approach  to 
Sicily  and  Syracuse,  vii.  263  seq., 
2Q6  seq. ;  fortification  of  Cape  Pleru* 
myrium  by,  vii.  270;  at  Ejsipolse, 
vii.  272 ;  despatch  of,  to  Athens 
for  reinforcements,  vii.  275  seq., 
281  seq. ;  opposition  of,  to  Demos¬ 
thenes’s  proposals  for  leaving  Syra¬ 
cuse,  vii,  308  seq. ;  consent  of,  to 
retreat  from  Syracuse,  vii.  313; 
exhortations  of,  before  the  final 
defeat  of  the  Athenians  in  the 
harbor  of  Syracuse,  vii.  821  seq. : 
and  Demosthenes,  resolution  of, 
after  the  final  defeat  in  the  harbor 
of  Syracuse,  vii.  330 ;  exhortations 
of,  to  the  Athenians  on  their  re¬ 
treat  from  Syracuse,  vii.  333  seq. , 
and  his  division,  surrender  of,  to 
Gylippus,  vii.  343  seq.,  347  n.  2; 
and  Demosthenes,  treatment  of, 
their  Syracusan  conquerors,  vii. 
346;  disgrace  of,  at  Athens  after 
his  death,  vii.  348;  opinion  of 
Thucydides  about,  vii.  349 ; opinion 
and  mistake  of  the  Athenians 
about,  vii.  351  seq. 

Nikodromus,  v.  47. 

Nikokles,  x.  26. 

Nikomachus  the  Athenian,  viii.  307  seq. 
Nikomachus  the  Macedonian ,  xii.  191 
194. 

Nikostratus ,  vi.  271  seq.,  440  seq. 
Nikoteles,  x.  466. 

Nile,  the,  iii.  309. 

Nineveh,  or  Ninus,  siege  of,  iii.  233 , 
capture  of,  iii.  255 ;  and  Babylon, 
iii.  290 ;  site  of.  iii.  294  ».  2 ;  &n$ 
its  remains,  iii.  305. 

Nine  Ways ,  nine  defeats  of  the  Atba 
nians  at  the,  x.  302  n.  1. 
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Ninon  and  Kylon,  iv.  409. 

NiobS,  i.  158. 

Niscea ,  alleged  capture  of,  by  Peisis- 
tratus,  iii.  154  n. ;  connected  with 
Megara  by  “Long  Walls,”  v.  324 5 
surrender  of,  to  the  Athenians,  vi. 
375  seq. ;  recovery  of,  by  the  Me- 
garians,  viii.  131. 

Nisus,  i.  205,  221. 

Nobles ,  Athenian,  early  violence  of, 
iv.  152. 

Nomads ,  Libyan,  iv.  35  seq. 

Nomios  Apollo ,  i.  61. 

Nomophylakes ,  v.  371. 

Nomothetce,  iii.  123,  125,  v.  372,  viii. 
296. 

Non-Amphilctyonic  races,  ii.  270. 

Non-Hellenic  practices,  ii.  256. 

Non-Olympiads ,  ii.  435. 

Notium,  iii.  183;  P aches  at,  vi.  242; 
recolonized  from  Athens,  vi,  243  ; 
battle  of,  viii.  153. 

Notus ,  i.  6. 

Numidia ,  Agathokles  and  the  Car¬ 
thaginians  in,  xii.  427. 

g*T  mphozum ,  xi.  264,  n.  1,  xii.  480 
mphs,  i.  5,  7. 
psius,  xi.  107, 109,  111. 

Nyx,  i.  4,  6. 


O. 

(Jams,  fortresses  near,  iv.  266. 

Oath  of  mutual  harmony  at  Athens, 
after  the  battle  of  JSgospotami,  viii. 
225. 

Obce  ar  Obes,  ii.  361. 

Ocean,  ancient  belief  about,  iii.  286  n. 

Oceanic  nymphs,  i.  6. 

Oceanus,  i.  5,  6,  8. 

Ochus,  x.  367,  xi.  437  seq.,  xii.  75  seq. 

Odeon,  building  of,  vi.  31. 

Odes  at  festivals  in  honor  of  gods,  i.  52. 

Odin  and  other  gods  degraded  into 
men,  i.  466. 

Odrysian  kings,  vi.  215  seq. 

Odysseus,  i.  290 ;  and  Palamedes,  i. 
294 ;  and  Ajax,  i.  299 ;  steals 
away  the  Palladium,  i.  302  ;  re¬ 
turn  of,  from  TroV,  i.  309  ;  final 
adventures  and  death  of,  i.  314 
seq. ;  at  the  agora  in  the  second 
book  of  the  Iliad,  ii.  70  seq. 

Odyssey  and  Iliad,  date,  structure, 
authorship  and  character  of,  ii.  118 
-2  )9. 


(Echalia,  capture  of,  i.  151. 

CEdipus,  i.  265  seq. 

(Eneas  and  his  offspring,  i.  143  se<3* 

(Enoe,  vi.  127,  viii.  83,  ix.  353. 

(Enomaus  and  Pelops,  i.  158. 

(EndnS,  i.  301  n.  3. 

( Enophyta ,  Athenian  victory  at,  v 
331. 

( Enotria ,  iii.  350  seq. 

( Enotrians ,  iii.  351,  375,  393. 

(Eta,  path  over  Mount,  v.  78. 

(Etoei,  ii.  213. 

Office,  admissibility  of  Athenians  ci¬ 
tizens  to,  iv.  143. 

Ogyges,  i.  194. 

Okypete,  i.  7. 

Olbia,  xii.  474  seq. 

Oligarchical  government,  change  from 
monarchical  to,  in  Greece,  iii.  Ii 
seq. ;  party  at  Athens,  v.  365,  viii. 
235  seq.,  300  seq. ;  Greeks,  cor¬ 
ruption  of,  vii.  401  ;  conspiracy  at 
Samos,  viii.  6  seq.,  26  seq. ;  con¬ 
spiracy  at  Athens,  viii.  15,  31  seq. ; 
exiles,  return  of,  to  Athens,  viii, 
232. 

Oligarchies  in  Greece,  iii.  17,  29,  30, 
31. 

Oligarchy ,  conflict  of,  with  despotism, 
iii.  28 ;  vote  of  the  Athenian  as¬ 
sembly  in  favor  of,  viii.  14  ^es¬ 
tablishment  of,  in  Athenian  allied 
cities,  viii.  34  ;  of  the  Four  Hun¬ 
dred,  viii.  36  seq  ,  45  seq.,  viii.  75, 
88  seq. 

Olive  trees,  sacred,  near  Athens,  iii. 
135  n.  2,  vi.  267  n.  3. 

Olpoe,  Demosthenes’s  victory  at,  vi. 
303  seq. 

Olympia ,  Agesipolis,  and  the  oracle 
at,  ix.  356  ;  Lysias  at,  x.  73  seq.; 
panegyrical  oration  of  Isokrates 
at,  x.  77 ;  occupation  of,  by  the 
Arcadians,  x.  315,  322  ;  topography 
of  x.  319  n.  2  ;  plunder  of,  by  the 
Arcadians,  x.  322  seq. 

Olympias ,  xi.  262,  512,  516,  519  ;  and 
Antipater,  xii.  68,  254,  256  n.  2  ; 
intrigues  of,  after  Alexander’s 
death,  xii.  333 ;  return  of,  from 
Epirus  to  Macedonia,  xii.  340  seq., 
366;  death  of,  xii.  366;  Epirus 
governed  by,  xii.  395  n.  2. 

Olympic  games,  and  Aethlius,  i.  100 
origin  of,  i.  140  ;  presidency  of,  ii 
10.  317  sea»;  nature  and  impo? 
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fence  of,  ii.  241,  242;  the  early 
point  of  union  between  Spartans, 
Messenians,  and  Eleians,  ii.  334 ; 
and  the  Delian  festival,  iv.  54 ; 
celebrity,  history  and  duration  of, 
iv.  55  seq. ;  interference  of,  with 
the  defence  Thermopylae,  v.  77 ; 
and  the  Karneia,  v.  77  n. ;  conver¬ 
sation  of  Xerxes  on,  v.  113;  of 
the  90th  Olympiad,  vii.  52  seq.  , 
celebration  of,  bv  the  Arcadians 
and  Pisatans,  x.  318  seq. ;  legation 
of  Dionysius  to,  xi.  28  seq. 

CHympieion  near  Syracuse,  battle  of, 
vii.  219  seq. 

Olympus,  ii.  211. 

Olympus ,  the  Phrygian ,  iii.  213  n.,  iv.  75. 

Olynthiac ,  the  earliest,  of  Demos¬ 
thenes,  xi.  327  seq. ;  the  second, 
of  Demosthenes,  xi.  331  seq. ;  the 
third,  of  Demosthenes,  xi.  335 
seq. 

Qlynthiacs  of  Demosthenes,  order  of, 
xi.  358  seq 

(Mynt/uan  confederacy,  x.  50  seq.,  68. 
381,  xi.  324;  war,  xi.  325-363- 

Otyntkus,  iv.  24 ;  capture  and  re-po¬ 
pulation  of,  by  Artabazus,  v.  149; 
increase  of,  hv  Perdikkas,  vi.  69; 
expedition  of  Eudamidas  against, 

x.  58 ;  Teleutias  at,  x.  65  seq. ; 

•  Agesipolis  at,  x.  67 ;  submission 

of,  to  Sparta,  x.  68;  alliance  of  re¬ 
jected  by  the  Athenians,  xi.  236 ;  al¬ 
liance  of,  with  Philip,  xi.  236  seq  ; 
secedes  from  the  alliance  of  Philip, 
and  makes  peace  with  Athens,  xi. 
319  ;  hostility  of  Philip  to,  xi.  320; 
Philip  s  half-brothers  flee  to,  xi. 
321 ,  intrigues  of  Philip  in,  xii 
321  ;  attack  of  Philip  upon,  xi. 
325.  331  ,  alliance  of,  with  Athens, 

xi.  326;  renewed  application  of,  to 

Athens,  against  Philip,  xi.  331  ; 
assistance  from  Athens  to,  b.  c. 
350,  xi.  334 ;  three  expeditions 
from  Athens  to,  b.  c.  349-348,  xi. 
334  349;  expedition  of  Athe¬ 

nians  to,  B.  c.  349,  xi.  346,  347  ; 
capture  of,  by  Philip,  xi.  350  seq., 
364,  365,  372. 

Ojeinis,  i.  7,  ii.  185. 

t H*eium ,  Mount,  Epaminondas  at.  x 
254. 

Onesilus,  iv.  292  seq. 

Qnomak/es ,  viii.  84  seq. 


Onamakritus,  v.  3. 

Onomarchus,  and  the  treasures  la  iitb 
temple  at  Delphi,  xi.  255,  suc¬ 
cesses  of,  256,  293 ;  at  Chasroneia, 
xi.  257  ;  power  of  the  Fhokiaas 
under,  xi.  261 ;  aid  to  Lykophroa 
bv,  xi.  293 ;  death  of,  xi.  2£4. 

Opftellm ,  xii.  428,  431  seq. 

Ophis.  the,  x  36. 

Opici,  iii.  353. 

Opis ,  Alexander’s  voyage  to,  xii.  248 

Oracle  at  Delphi ,  legend  of,  i,  47  ;  and 
the  Kretaas,  i.  226  n.  2 ;  and  fchs 
Battiad  dynasty;  iv.  43;  answer® 
of,  on  Xerxes’s  invasion,  v.  60  seq. 

Oracles,  consultation  and  authority 
of,  among  the  Greeks,  ii.  255;  IS 
Roeotia  consulted  by  Mardoniui, 
v.  149. 

Orations,  funeral,  of  Perikles,  vi.  31. 

144  seq. 

Orchomenians,  i.  313. 

Orchomenus,  ante- historical,  i.  130 
seq.;  and  Thebes,  i.  135,  v.  153 
7i.  4,  x,  194. 

Orchomenus,  early  historical,  ii.  273; 
capitulation  of,  b.  c.  41 S,  vii.  75; 
revolt  of,  from  Thehes  to  Spartft, 

ix.  293,  and  the  Pan-Arcadiaa 
union,  x.  209,  210;  destruction  o& 

x.  311. 

Oreithyia,  i.  199. 

Orestes ,  i.  163  seq. ;  and  Agamemndo 
transferred  to  Sparta,  i.  165. 

Orestts ,  bones  of,  ii.  447. 

Orem ,  xi.  449,  452. 

Orgies,  post- Homeric,  i.  27 

Orates ,  iv.  226,  245. 

Orontes  the  Persian  nobleman ,  ix.  36, 
40  n.  2. 

Orontis ,  the  Persian  satrap,  x.  22.  24. 

Ordpus ,  vi.  383  n.  2,  viii.  25,  x.  286. 

Orphans  in  legendary  and  historical 
Greece,  ii.  91. 

Orpheotelestoe,  iii.  87. 

Orpheus,  i.  21,  22. 

Orphic  Theogouy,  i.  16  seq.;  egg,  „ 
1 8  ;  life,  the,  i.  23 ,  brotherhood,  i 
34 

‘  Orsines ,  xii.  237. 

:  Orthagoridoe,  iii.  33  seq. 

!  Orthros ,  i.  7. 

!  Ortyges ,  iii.  187. 

}  Ortygia,  iii.  363  ,  fortification  and  OC- 

'  cupation  of,  by  Dionysian,  x.  458 
seq  ;  Dionysius  besieges  in,  X 
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462  seq.;  blockade  of,  by  Dion,xi. 
95,  98,  114;  sallies  of  Nypsius 
from,  xi.  107,  109,  111 ;  Dion’s  en¬ 
try  into,  xi.  117,  surrender  of,  to 
Timoleon,  xi.  150  seq.;  advantage 
of,  to  Timoleon,  xi.  155;  siege  of, 
by  Hiketas  and  Magon,  xi.  156 
seq. ;  Timoleon’s  demolition  of 
the  Dionysian  works  in,  xi.  165; 
Timoleon  erects  courts  of  justice 
in,  xi.  165. 

Oscan,  Latin  and  Greek  languages, 
iii.  354. 

Oscans ,  iii  353. 

Ossa  and  Pelion,  ii.  214, 

Ostracism ,  similarity  of,  to  Solon’s 
condemnation  of  neutrality  in  se¬ 
dition,  iii.  145,  147  seq.,  vii.  108 
seq.;  of  Hyperbolus,  iv.  151,  vii. 
101  seq.;  of  Kimon,  v.  368;  of 
Thucydides,  son  of  Melesias,  vi. 
19;  projected  contention  of,  be¬ 
tween  Nikias  and  Alkibiades,  vii. 
106  seq.;  at  Syracuse,  vii.  122. 

Otanes ,  iv.  223.  249  seq.,  277. 

Othryades ,  ii.  449. 

Othiys,  ii.  213  seq. 

Otos  and  EphialtSs,  i.  136. 

Ovid  at  Tomi,  xii.  474  ». 

Oxus  crossed  by  Alexander,  xii.  2C! . 

Oxylus ,  i.  153,  ii.  4,  9. 

Oxytkemis  Koronaeus,  ii.  332  n.  2. 

P 

Paches ,  at  Mitylene,  vi.  226,  237  seq. ; 
at  Notium,  vi.  242;  pursues  the 
fleet  of  Alkidas  to  Patmos,  vi.  241  ; 
sends  Mitylenaean  prisoners  to 
Athens,  vi.  243 ;  crimes  and  death 
of.  vi.  258. 

Pceonians,  iv.  15;  conquest  of,  by 
Megabazus,  iv.  276;  victory  of 
Philip  over,  xi  214. 

Pagasce ,  conquest  of,  by  Philip,  xi. 
295 ;  importance  of  the  Gulf  of, 
to  Philip,  xi.  303. 

Pagondas ,  vi.  384  seq 

Paktyas ,  the  Lydian,  iv.  200  seq. 

Paicemon  and  Ind,  i.  124. 

Palcephatus,  his  treatment  of  mythes, 
i.  415  seq. 

Palamedes ,  i.  294. 

paiike ,  foundation  of,  vii.  123. 

Palladium ,  capture  of,  i.  302. 

Pallakopas,  xii.  250. 


Pallas ,  i.  6,  8. 

Pallas ,  son  of  Pandi&a ,  i.  205. 

Pallene,  i.  SI 8,  iv.  24. 

Palus  Mceotis,  tribes  east  of,  iii.  24 1. 

Pammenes,  expedition  of,  to  Mega!© 
polis,  x.  359,  xi.  257,  299. 

Pamphyli,  Hylleis,  and  Dymanes,  ii. 
360. 

PamphyHa,  conquest  of,  by  Alexan¬ 
der,  xii.  99 

Panaktum ,  vii.  24,  29. 

Pan- Arcadian  Ten  Thousand ,  x.  232. 
322. 

Paii- Arcadian  union ,  x.  208  seq.,  321 
seq. 

Pandion ,  i.  196. 

Pandidn ,  son  of  Phineus ,  i.  199. 

Pandion  II.,  i.  204. 

Pandora ,  i.  71,  76  seq. 

Pan-Hellenic  proceeding,  the  earliest 
approach  to,  iv.  50  ;  feeling,  growth 
of,  between  b.  c.  776-560,  iv.  51  ; 
character  of  the  four  great  games, 
iv.  67 ;  congress  at  the  Isthmus  of 
Corinth,  v.  57  seq  ;  patriotism  of 
the  Athenians  on  Xerxes’s  inva¬ 
sion,  v.  62 ;  union  under  Sparta 
after  the  repulse  of  Xerxes,  v.  260; 
schemes  and  sentiment  of  Perikles, 
vi.  18;  pretences  of  Alexander, 
xii.  51. 

Pan-Ionic  festival  and  Amphiktyoay 
in  Asia,  iii.  177. 

Panoptes ,  Argos,  i.  84. 

Pantaledn ,  ii.  434. 

Pantikapceum ,  xii.  479  seq.,  487. 

Pantiles,  story  of,  v.  94  n.  1. 

Paphlagonia,  submission  of,  to  Alex 
ander,  xii.  111. 

Paphlag  onians,  and  the  Ten  Thousam 
Greeks,  ix.  144. 

Paragraphs,  viii.  299. 

Parali ,  at  Samos,  viii.  29. 

Paralus ,  arrival  of,  at  Athens  froa 
Samos,  viii.  30. 

Paranomon ,  Graphe,  v.  375  seq.,  viii 
36. 

Parasang,  length  of,  ix.  14  *.  3. 

Paris ,  i.  286  seq.,  301. 

Parisades  /.,  xii.  482. 

Parmenides,  viii.  343,  344  n. 

Parmenio ,  embassy  of,  from  Philip 
to  Athens,  xi.  386,  388,  389,  398, 
401  ;  operations  of,  in  Asia  Minot 
against  Memnon,  xii.  49;  debate 
of,  with  Alexander  at  MilStus,  xii 
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92,  captures  Damascus,  xii.  128; 
at  the  battle  of  Arbela,  xii.  158, 
159,  164,  165;  invested  with  the 
chief  command  at  Ekbatana,  xii. 
181;  family  of,  xii.  190;  alleged 
conspiracy  and  assassination  of, 
iii.  196  seq. 

Paropamisadce ,  subjugation  of,  by 
Alexander,  xii.  200. 

Paros,  Theramenes  at,  viii.  118. 

Partheniee,  iii.  387. 

Parthenon,  vi.  21,  22;  records  of  of¬ 
ferings  in,  xi.  249  re.,  252  re.  3. 

Parthia ,  Darius  pursued  by  Alexan¬ 
der  into,  xii.  182  seq. 

Partition  cf  lands  ascribed  to  Lykur- 
gus,  ii.  380,  393  seq  ;  401  seq.; 
proposed  by  Agis,  iii.  399,  401. 

Pary satis,  wife  of  Darius  Nothus ,  ix. 
61,  72. 

pary  satis,  daughter  of  Darius  Nothus , 
xii.  241. 

Pasimelus ,  ix.  331  seq. 

Pasion,  and  Xenias,  ix.  28. 

Pasiphae  and  the  Min6taur,  i.  220. 

Pasippidas ,  banishment  of,  viii.  128. 

Patizeithhs,  conspiracy  of,  iv.  223 

PatrokleidSs ,  amnesty  proposed  by, 
viii.  224. 

Patroklus ,  treatment  of.  in  the  Iliad, 
ii.  177. 

Patronymic  names  of  demes,  iii.  63 
re.  2. 

Potr6us  Apollo,  i.  50. 

Pattala ,  xii.  235  re.  4. 

Pausanias .  the  historian,  on  the  Ach Se¬ 
ans,  i.  104 ;  his  view  of  mythes,  i. 
414;  his  history  of  the  Boeotians 
between  the  siege  of  Troy  and  the 
Return  of  the  Herakleids,  ii.  16 ; 
his  account  of  the  Messenian  wars, 
ii.  425  seq.,  428  seq. ;  on  Iphikrates 
at  Corinth,  b.  c.  369,  x.  238  re. 

Pausanias ,  the  Spartan  regent,  at  the 
Isthmus  Corinth,  v.  165;  at  Plataea, 
v.  168  seq.,  177  seq.;  misconduct 
of,  after  the  battle  of  Plataea,  v. 
178  seq.,  181;  conduct  of,  after 
losing  the  command  of  the  Greeks, 
v.  269 ;  detection  and  death  of,  v. 
272  seq. ;  and  Themistokles,  v. 
273,  282. 

Pausanias  the  Spartan  king ,  and  Ly* 
Sander,  viii.  262 ;  his  expedition  to 
Attica,  viii.  275  seq.:  his  attack 
upon  Peirseus,  viii.  276 ;  his  paci- 
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fication  between  the  Ten  at  Athene 
and  the  exiles  at  Fciraeus,  viii.  27.-' 
seq. ;  in  Bceotia,  ix.  295  seq. ;  con 
damnation  of,  ix.  297  seq.;  and 
the  democratical  leaders  of  Man- 
tinea,  x.  37. 

Pausanias  the  Macedonian,  x.  249,  XI. 
515  seq. 

Pedaritus ,  vii.  389,  391,  viii.  19. 

Pedieis,  iii.  93. 

Pedigrees,  mythical,  connect  gentes ,  t. 
193. 

Pegasus ,  i.  4,  122. 

Peirceitm,  Athenian  victory  near,  vii. 
369;  defeat  of  the  Athenian  flees 
near,  vii.  381  ;  capture  of,  by 
Agesilaus,  ix.  343,  345  seq. ;  re¬ 
covery  of,  by  Iphikrates,  ix.  353. 

Peiroeus,  fortification  of,  by  Themis 
tokles,  v.  249  seq. ;  and  Athena, 
Long  Walls  between,  v.  324  seq., 

viii.  229,  ix.  333  seq. ;  improve¬ 
ments  at,  under  Periklds,  vi.  20 , 
departure  of  the  armament  for 
Sicily  from,  vii.  181 ;  walls  built  at 
by  the  Four  Hundred,  viii.  63 ;  up* 
proach  of  the  Lacedaimonian  fleet 
under  Agesandridas  to,  viii.  66, 71 ; 
Thrasybulus  at,  viii.  272  seq. ;  king 
Pausanias’s  attack  upon,  viii.  276; 
attack  of  Teleutias  on,  ix.  377  seq. ; 
attempt  of  Sphodrias  to  surprise,  x. 
98  seq.;  seizure  of,  by  Nikanor, 
xii.  346. 

Peisander,  and  the  mutilation  of  the 
Hernias,  vii.  200;  and  the  COB 
spiracy  of  the  Four  Hundred,  viii 
8,  12, 13  seq.,  21,  26,  33  seq.;  state 
ments  respecting,  viii.  32  re. ;  pua 
ishment  of,  viii.  88. 

Peisander ,  the  Lacedemonian  admiral , 

ix.  274,  283. 

Peisistratids ,  and  Thucydides  iv.  H2 
re.  2 ;  fall  of  the  dynasty  of,  iv.  122 ; 
with  Xerxes  in  Athens,  v.  115  seq. 

Peisistratus  iii.  153  seq.,  iv.  102  seq., 

117. 

Peiihias ,  the  Korkyrcean,  vi.  263  seq. 

Pelasgi ,  ii.  261  seq. ;  in  Italy,  iii.  351 ; 
of  Lemnos  and  Imbros,  iv.  277. 

Peiasgikon ,  oracle  about  the,  vi  196 
re.  2. 

Pelasgus,  i.  173. 

Peleus ,  i.  114.  187  seq. 

Pelias ,  i.  V*?  seq.,  114  seq. 

Pelion  and  Ossa,  ii.  214 
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I  Ufa.  embassies  from  Grecian  states 
at,  B.  O.  846,  xi.  404  seq. ;  under 
Philip,  xii.  6b. 

Pelline ,  i.  318;  and  Phlius,  x.  271. 

pelopidas,  escape  of,  to  Athens,  x.  61 , 
conspiracy,  of,  against  the  philo- 
Laconian  rulers  at  Thebes,  x.  81 
seq. ;  slaughter  of  Leontiades  by, 
x.  86;  and  Epaminondas,  x.  121; 
victory  of,  at  Tegyra,  x.  134;  in 
Thessaly,  x.  249,  263,  283  seq  , 
303,  307  seq, ;  and  Philip,  x.  249 
n.  2,  264 ;  and  Alexander  of 

Pherae,  x.  282  seq.;  death  of,  x. 
308. 

Pelopidas,  i.  153  seq.,  160. 

Peloponnesian  war,  its  injurious  ef¬ 
fects  upon  the  Athenian  empire, 
vi.  46;  war,  commencement  of,  vi. 
103-153  ;  fleet,  Phormio’s  victories 
over,  vi.  196  seq.,  203  seq. ;  war, 
agreement  of  the  Peloponnesian 
confederacy  at  the  commencement 
of,  vii.  19  n. ;  allies,  synod  of,  at 
Corinth,  B.  c.  412,  vii.  368;  fleet 
of  under  Theramenes,  vii.  387  seq: ; 
fleet  at  Rhodes,  vii.  400  seq.,  viii. 
94 ;  fleet,  return  of,  from  Rhodes 
vO  Miletus,  viii.  25,  fleet  discontent 
m,  Miletus,  viii.  95,  97  seq.;  fleet, 
capture  of,  at  Kyzicus,  viii.  121  ; 
fleet,  pay  of,  by  Cyrus,  viii.  143; 
confederacy,  assembly  of.  at  Sparta, 
3.  c.  404,  viii.  228;  confederacy, 
\thens  at  the  head  of,  b.  c  371,  x. 
‘01 ;  allies  of  Sparta  after  the  Pe- 
oponnesian  war,  xi.  280. 

) .  'oponnesians,  immigrant,  ii.  303; 
conduct  of,  after  the  battle  of  Ther¬ 
mopylae.  v.  106 ;  and  Mardonius’s 
approach,  v.  154  seq. ;  and  the  for¬ 
tification  of  Athens,  v.  243  seq., 
247 ;  five  years’  truce  of,  with 
Athens,  v.  334  ;  position  and  views 
of,  in  commencing  the  Pelopon¬ 
nesian  war,  vi  94  seq.,  113,124 
seq. ;  invasions  of  Attica,  by,  un¬ 
der  Archidamus,  vi.  126  seq.,  154; 
slaughter  of  neutral  prisoners  by,  vi. 
182;  and  Ambrakiots  attack  Akar- 
nania,  vi.  194  seq.;  application  of 
revolted  Mitylenaeans  to,  vi.  226 
seq. ;  and  vEtolians  attack  Nau- 
paktus,  vi.  301  ;  and  Tissaphernes, 
▼ii.  387,  395  seq.,  viii.  4,  21  seq., 
113  seq.,  defeat  of,  at  K/nossema, 


viii.  109  seq. ;  at  Abydos,  viii.  117 
aid  of  Pharnabazus  to,  viii.  126.; 
letters  of  Philip  to,  xi.  492. 

Peloponnesus ,  eponym  of,  i.  154;  ia° 
vasion  and  division  of,  by  the  H§- 
rakleids,  ii.  4 ;  mythical  title  of 
the  Dorians  to,  ii.  6  ;  extension  of 
Pindus  through,  ii.  212;  distribu 
tion  of,  about  b.  c.  450 ;  ii.  29S 
seq. ;  difference  between  the  distri¬ 
bution,  b.  c.  450  and  776,  ii.  302; 
population  of,  which  was  believed 
to  be  indigenous,  ii.  303;  southern 
inhabitants  of,  before  the  Dorian 
invasion,  ii.  337 ;  events  in,  dur¬ 
ing  the  first  twenty  years  of  th© 
Athenian  hegemony,  v.  315  seq., 
voyage  of  Tolmides  round,  v.  33! , 
ravages  of,  by  the  Athenians,  vi. 
135,  164;  political  relations  in,  B. 
C.  421,  vii.  23  ;  expedition  of  Ai- 
kibiades  into  the  interior  of,  vii. 
63 ;  expedition  of  Konon  and  Phar¬ 
nabazus  to,  ix.  322  ;  circumnavi¬ 
gation  of,  by  Timotheus,  x.  132 ; 
proceedings  in,  after  the  battle  of 
Leuktra,  x.  198,  242;  expedition 
of  Epaminondas  to,  x.  215  seq,, 
254  seq.,  266  seq.,  328  seq.;  state 
of,  B.  C.  362,  x.  313  seq.  ;  visits  of 
Dion  to,  xi.  61  ;  disunion  of,  b.  C. 
360-359,  xi.  199;  affairs  of,  b.  C. 
354-352,  xi.  290  seq.,  war  in,  b.  c. 
352-352,  xi.  299  ;  intervention  of 
Philip  in,  after  b.  c.  346,  xi.  443; 
expedition  of  Philip  to,  xi.  511; 
Kassander  and  Polysperchon  in, 
xii.  360,  365  ;  Kassander  and  Alex¬ 
ander,  son  of  Polysperchon,  in,  xii. 
368,  369. 

Pelops ,  i.  154  seq. 

Pelusium ,  Alexander  at,  xii  146. 

Penal  procedure  at  Athens,  iv.366  n 

Penestoe,  Thessalian,  ii.  279  seq. 

Penta/cosiomedimni ,  iii.  117. 

Pentapolis  on  the  south-west  coast  of 
the  Euxine,  xii.  458,  472. 

Pentekonters ,  Spartan,  ii.  459. 

Peritekostys,  i.  458. 

Penthesileia ,  ii.  209,  298. 

Pentheus  and  Agave  i.  262  seq. 

Perdikkas  /.,  iv.  17. 

Perdikkas  II.,  relations  and  proceed 
ings  of,  towards  Athens,  vi.  67  seq., 
71,  141,  370,  448  seq.,  vii.  96,  104; 
and  Sitalkes,  xi.  217,220;  appli- 
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cation  of,  to  Sparta,  vi.  398 ;  and 
Brasidas,  relations  between,  vi. 
369,  448,  450  seq. ;  joins  Sparta 
and  Argos,  vii.  96;  death  of,  x.  46. 

Perdikkas,  brother  of  Philip ,  x.  300, 
301,  370,  382,  xi.  205  seq. 

Perdikkas,  Alexander's  general ,  xii. 
256,  319,  333  seq.,  337. 

Pergamum,  i.  286  n.  5,  324. 

Pergamus,  custom  in  the  temple  of 
Asklepius  at.  i.  301  n.  4. 

Pergamus  in  Mysia,  the  Ten  Thou¬ 
sand  Greeks  at,  ix.  172  seq. 

Periander ,  the  Corinthian  despot ,  pow¬ 
er  and  character  of,  iii.  41  seq. 

Perikles ,  difference  between  the  demo¬ 
cracy  after,  and  the  constitution  of 
Kleisthenes,  iv.  148 ;  effect  of,  on 
constitutional  morality,  iv.  163  ;  at 
the  battle  of  Tanagra,  v.  328  ;  ex¬ 
peditions  of,  to  Sikyon  and  Akar- 
nania,  v.  332 ;  policy  of,  b.  c.  450, 
v.  342  ;  reconquest  of  Euboea  by, 
v.  349  ;  and  Ephialtds,  constitution 
of  dikasteries  by,  v.  355  seq. ;  and 
Kimon,  v.  362  seq. ;  public  life  and 
character  of,  v.  362  seq. ;  and 
Ephialtes,  judicial  reform  of,  v. 
355  seq.,  366  seq. ;  real  nature  of 
the  constitutional  changes  effected 
by,  v.  367  seq. ;  commencement  of 
the  ascendency  of,  v.  370 ;  and 
Kimon,  compromise  between,  v. 
329,  371  ;  his  conception  of  the  re¬ 
lation  between  Athens  and  her 
allies,  vi.  4  ;  and  Athenian  kleruchs 
by,  vi.  10  ;  and  Thucydides,  son  of 
Melesias,  vi.  15  seq.;  Pan-Hellenic 
schemes  and  sentiment  of,  vi.  18 ; 
city -improvements  at  Athens  un¬ 
der,  vi.  20  seq.,  23  seq. ;  sculpture 
at  Athens  under,  vi.  22  ;  attempt 
of,  to  convene  a  Grecian  congress 
at  Athens,  vi.  25  ;  Sophokles,  etc., 
Athenian  armament  under,  vi.  27 
seq.,  funeral  orations  of,  vi.  31, 
143  seq. ;  demand  of  the  Spartans 
for  his  banishment,  vi.  97,  105 ; 
indirect  attacks  of  his  political  op¬ 
ponents  upon,  vi.  98  seq. ;  his 
family  relations,  and  connection 
with  Aspasia,  vi.  101,  102  ;  charge 
cf  peculation  against,  vi.  103  seq.; 
Stories  of  his  having  caused  the 
Peloponnesian  war,  vi.  104  n. ; 
?neeoh  of,  before  the  Peloponnesian 


war,  vi.  107  seq.;  and  the  ravages 
of  Attica  by  Archidamus,  vi.  128 
seq. ;  last  speech  of,  vii.  165  seq.; 
accusation  and  punishment  of,  vi. 
168  seq.;  old  age  and  death 
of,  vi.  170  seq.;  life  and  character 
of,  ’72  seq. ;  new  class  of  poli¬ 
ticians  at  Athens  after,  vi.  171 
seq. ;  and  Nikias  compared,  vi.  287. 
Pen'ikiymenos,  i.  112  seq. 

Perinthus ,  iv  27  ;  and  Athens,  viii. 
126,  xi.  461 ;  siege  of,  by  Philip, 
xi.  454,  458. 

Perioeki ,  ii.  364  seq.,  369,  371  n.  2; 

Libyan,  iv.  40,  42,  45. 

Peed,  Bias  and  Melampus,  i.  110  seq. 
Perseid  dynasty,  i.  91. 

PersephonS ,  i.  10;  mysteries  of,  v. 
208  n.  2. 

Persepolis ,  Alexander’s  march  from 
Susa  to,  xii.  170  seq.;  Alexander 
at,  xii.  172  seq.,  237  ;  Alexander's 
return  from  India  to,  xii.  237. 
Perses,  i.  6. 

Perseus ,  exploits  of,  i.  89  seq. 

Persia ,  application  of  Athens  for  al 
liance  with,  iv.  165 ;  state  of,  on 
the  formation  of  the  confederacy  of 
Delos,  v.  267  ;  treatment  of  The- 
mistokles  in,  v.  284  seq. ;  opera¬ 
tions  of  Athens  and  the  Delian 
confederacy  against,  v.  303  seq. ; 
and  Athens,  treaty  betweeu,  b.  c. 
450,  v.  335  seq. ;  Asiatic  Greeks 
not  tributary  to,  between  b.  c.  477 
412,  v.  337  n.  2;  surrender  of  the 
Asiatic  Greeks  by  Sparta  to,  ix. 
205  ;  and  the  peace  of  Antalkidas, 

ix.  385  seq.,  x.  2  seq.,  158;  appli 
cations  of  Sparta  and  Athens  to, 

x.  5  seq. ;  hostility  of,  to  Sparta 
after  the  battle  of  iEgospotami,  x. 
8;  unavailing  efforts  of,  to  recon¬ 
quer  Egypt,  x.  13;  and  Evagoras, 

x.  20  seq. ;  Spartan  project  against, 
for  the  rescue  of  the  Asiatic 
Greeks,  x.  44  ,  application  of  The¬ 
bes  to,  x.  277  seq. ;  embassy  from 
Athens  to,  b.  c.  366,  x.  293 ;  state 
of;  b.  c.  362,  x.  360,  366  ;  alarm  at 
Athens  about,  b.  c.  354,  xi.  285; 
projected  invasion  of,  by  Philip, 

xi.  511  seq.;  correspondence  of 
Demosthenes  with,  xii.  20  seq.; 
accumulation  of  royal  treasures  in, 

xii.  175  n.  3,  roads  in,  xii.  180  c 
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Persian  version  of  the  legend  of  Io,  i. 
86 ;  noblemen,  conspiracy  of, 
against  the  false  Smerdis,  iv.  223 
seq. ;  empire,  organization  of,  by 
Darius  Hystaspes,  iv.  233  seq. ;  en* 
voys  to  Macedonia,  iv.  276  ;  arma¬ 
ment  against  Cyprus,  iv.  292 ; 
force  against  Miletus,  iv.  299  ;  fleet 
at  Lade,  iv.  304  ,  fleet  and  Asiatic 
Greeks,  iv.  307 ;  armament  under 
Datis,  iv.  329  seq.,  345. ;  fleet  be¬ 
fore  the  battle  of  Salamis,  v.  85 
seq.,  99  seq.,  113,119,125,127  nn.\ 
army,  march  of,  from  Thermopylae 
to  Attica,  v.  114  seq.;  fleet  at  Sa¬ 
lamis,  v.  130  seq. ;  fleet  after  the 
battle  of  Salamis,  v.  137,  147 ; 
army  under  Mardonius,  v.  154  seq. ; 
fleet  at  My  kale,  v.  191 ;  army  at 
Mykale,  v.  193;  army,  after  the 
defeat  at  Mykale,  v.  198;  war  ef¬ 
fect  of,  upon  Athenian  political 
sentiment,  v.  274 ;  kings,  from 
Xerxes  to  Artaxerxes  Mnemon, 
vi,  362  seq. ;  cavalry,  and  the  re¬ 
treating  Ten  Thousand  Greeks, 
ix.  89  seq. ;  empire,  distribution  of, 
into  satrapies  and  subsatrapies,  ix. 
209 ;  preparations  for  maritime 
war  against  Sparta,  B.  c.  397,  ix. 
255,  268 ;  king,  Thebans  obtain 
money  from,  xi.  302 ;  forces  in 
Phrygia  on  Alexander's  landing, 
xii.  75,  78;  Gates,  Alexander  at, 
xii.  171 ;  fleet  and  armies,  hopes 
raised  in  Greece  by,  b.  c.  334-331, 
xii.  276. 

Persians,  condition  of.  at  the  rise  of 
Cyrus  the  Great,  iv.  r87;  con¬ 
quests  of,  under  Cyrus  the  Great, 
iv.  209,  216  seq. ;  the  first  \  ho  visi¬ 
ted  Greece,  iv.  257  seq. ;  conquest 
of  Thrace  by,  under  Darius  Hys¬ 
taspes,  iv.  273;  successes  of,  a- 
gainst  the  revolted  coast  of  Asia 
Minor,  iv.  289  ;  attempts  of,  to  dis¬ 
unite  the  Ionians  at  Lade,  iv  300; 
narrow  escape  of  Miltiades  from, 
iv.  307  ;  cruelties  of,  at  Miletus, 
iv.  308 ;  attempted  revolt  of 
Thasos  from,  iv.  314 ;  at  Mara¬ 
thon,  iv.  333,  345  seq.;  after  the 
battle  of  Marathon,  iv.  351,352; 
change  of  Grecian  feeling  to¬ 
wards,  after  the  battle  of  Mara 
thon,  iv.  355  ;  their  religious  con¬ 


ception  of  history,  v.  10;  at  Ther¬ 
mopylae,  v.  83,  85  seq. ;  in  Psytta* 
leia,  v.  128,  136;  at  Salamis,  v. 
131  seq.;  at  Plataea,  v,  163  seq.; 
at  Mykal&,  v.  197  ;  between  Xerxes 
and  Darius  Codomannus,  v.  241 ; 
necessity  of  Grecian  activity  a* 
gainst,  after  the  battles  of  Plataea 
and  Mykale,  v.  296;  mutilation 
inflicted  by,  ix.  9 ;  heralds  from, 
to  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks,  ix. 
52  ;  impotence  and  timidity  of,  ix. 
75  ;  imprudence  of,  in  letting  Al¬ 
exander  cross  the  Hellespont,  xii. 
78 ;  defeat  of,  at  the  Granikus,  xii. 
80  seq. ;  defeat  of,  at  Issus,  xii.  118 
seq. ;  incorporation  of,  in  the 
Macedonian  phalanx,  xii.  251. 

Persis,  subjugation  of,  by  Alexander, 
xii.  177  ;  Alexander's  return  from 
India  to,  xii.  237. 

Personages,  quasi-human,  in  Grecian 
mythology,  i.  342  seq.  ' 

Personal  ascendency  of  the  king  in 
legendary  Greece,  ii.  61  ;  feeling 
towards  the  gods,  the  king,  or  in¬ 
dividuals  in  legendary  Greece,  ii. 
80  seq.;  sympathies  the  earliest 
form  of  social  existence,  ii.  84. 

Personalities,  great  predominance  of, 
in  Grecian  legend,  ii.  '14. 

Personality  of  divine  agents  in 
Ynythes,  i.  2. 

Personification,  tendency  of  the  an¬ 
cient  Greeks  to,  i.  342  seq.;  of 
the  heavenly  bodies  by  Boiocalus, 
the  German  chief,  i  345  n. 

Pestilence  and  suffering  at  Athens 
after  the  Kvlonian  massacre,  iii.  84 

Petalism  at  Syracuse,  iv.  163,  viL 
122 

Peuke,  xii.  23  25  n.  2. 

Peukestes ,  xii.  234,  238. 

Pezetoeri,  xii.  59. 

Phceax,  expedition  of,  to  Sicily,  viu 
143. 

Phaloekus  succeeds  to  the  command 
of  the  Phokians,  xi.  301  ;  decline 
of  the  Phokians  under,  xi.  374, 
418  ;  opposition  to,  in  Phokis,  xi, 
375;  opposition  of,  to  aid  from 
Athens  to  Thermopylae,  xi.  376; 
position  of,  at  Thermopylae,  xi. 
375,  418  seq.;  death  of,  xi.  434. 

Phalanthus,  cekist  of  Tarentum,  iii 
387  seq. 
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Phalanx ,  Macedonian,  xi.  501,  xii. 
57  seq.,  251. 

Phalaris ,  iv.  378,  v.  204. 

Phalerium,  Xerxes  at,  v.  118. 

Phalinus ,  ix.  52. 

Phanes,  and  Zeus,  i.  1 8. 

Phanosthenes ,  viii.  159. 

Pharakidas,  x.  504  seq. 

Pharax ,  ix.  270,  271  n.  3. 

Pharax  the  officer  of  Dionysius ,  xi. 
115,  116,  133. 

Pharis ,  conquest  of,  ii.  420. 

Pharnabazus  and  Tissaphernes,  em¬ 
bassy  from,  to  Sparta,  vii.  366; 
and  Derkyllidas,  viii.  94 ;  and 
Athens  viii.  114,  125;  Athenian 
victory  over,  viii.  130;  convention 
of,  about  Chalkedon,  viii.  132;  and 
Alkibiades,  viii.  133,  311  seq.;  and 
Greek  envoys,  viii,  135,  137  ;  after 
the  battle  of  ./Egospotami,  viii. 
311  ;  and  Anaxibius,  ix.  154,  166; 
and  Lysander,  ix.  204 ;  and  the 
subsatrapy  of  JEolis,  ix.  210  seq. ; 
and  Agesilaus,  ix.  269,  279  seq. ; 
and  Konon,  ix.  283,  322,  325  seq. ; 
and  Abydos,  ix.  324;  and  the  anti- 
Spartan  allies  at  Corinth,  ix.  327  ; 
and  the  Syracusans,  x.  386 ;  anti* 
Macedonian  efforts  of,  xii.  127; 
capture  of,  with  his  force,  at  Chios, 
xii.  142. 

Pharsalus ,  Polydamas  of,  x  137  seq. ; 
and  Halus,  xi.  411. 

phaselis ,  Alexander  at,  xii.  100. 

Phayllus,  xi.  293,  297  seq.,  301. 

Pheidias ,  vi.  23,  102. 

Pheidon  the  Temenid,  ii.  314;  claims 
and  projects  of,  as  representative 
of  Herafc/es,  ii  316 ;  and  the  Olym¬ 
pic  games,  ii.  316  seq  ;  coinage  and 
scale  of,  ii.  318  seq.,  323  seq.,  va¬ 
rious  descriptions  of,  ii.  320. 

Pheidon ,  one  of  the  Thirty ,  viii.  271, 
293. 

Phenicia ,  ante-IIellenic  colonies  from, 
to  Greece  not  probable,  ii.  262  seq.; 
situation  and  cities  of,  iii.  267; 
reconquest  of,  by  Darius  Nothus, 

xi.  438,  440  n.  3;  Alexander  in, 

xii.  130  seq.,  150. 

Phenician  version  of  the  legend  of  Io, 
i.  86 ;  colonies,  iii.  271  seq.;  fleet 
at  Aspendus,  viii.  99,  100,  114; 
towns,  surrender  of,  to  Alexander, 
cii.  130,  132 


Phenicians  in  Homeric  times,  ii.  105 
seq. ;  historical,  iii.  204,  289,  303, 
308,  342  seq. ;  and  Persians,  sub¬ 
jugation  of  Cyprus  by,  iv.  293  ; 
and  Persians  at  Miletus,  iv.  300 
seq.;  and  Persians^  reconquest  of 
Asiatic  Greeks  by,  iv.  307  ;  and 
the  cutting  through  Athos,  v.  24; 
and  Greeks  in  Sicily,  v.  207 ;  in 
Cyprus,  x.  14  seq. 

Pherce,  Jason  of  x.  138  seq.,  x.  147  »• 
153,  189  seq.,  195  seq. 

Pherce ,  Alexander  of  x.  248,  xi.  202 
seq.;  despots  of,  xi.  202  seq. ;  Phil¬ 
ip  and  the  despots  of,  xi.  261,  292, 
294  seq.;  Philip  takes  the  oath  of 
alliance  with  Athens  at,  xi.  417; 
Alexander  of.  and  Pelopidas,  256, 
277  seq.,  297,  301  seq. ;  Alexander 
of,  subdued  by  the  Thebans,  x.  309 
seq. ;  hostilities  of  Alexander  of, 
against  Athens,  x.  369. 

Pherekydes,  i.  390,  iv.  390. 

Phretime,  iv.  45  seq. 

Philceus ,  eponym  of  an  Attic  derae, 
i.  189. 

Philaidce,  origin  of,  i.  189. 

Philip  of  Macedon ,  detained  as  a  hos¬ 
tage  at  Thebes,  x,  249  n.  1,  263, 
xi.  207  seq. ;  accession  of,  x.  382, 
xi.  212  seq.;  as  subordinate  gover¬ 
nor  in  Macedonia,  xi.  207,  208,  po 
sition  of,  on  the  death  of  Perdik- 
kas,  xi.  209 ;  capture  of  Amphipo- 
lis  by,  xi.  232  seq. ;  his  alliance 
with  Olynthus  and  hostilities  a- 
gainst  Athens,  xi.  236  seq. ;  cap¬ 
ture  of  Pydna  and  Potidaea  by,  xi. 
237  seq  ;  increased  power  of,  b.  c. 
358-356,  xi.  239;  marriage  of, 
with  Olympias,  xi.  240  ;  intrigue  of, 
with  Kersobleptes  against  Athens, 
xi.  158;  his  activity,  and  conquest 
of  Methone,  xi.  259  seq. :  and  the 
despots  of  Pherse,  xi.  261, 292  seq.; 
development  of  Macedonian  mili¬ 
tary  force  under,  xi.  282  seq. ;  and 
Onomarchus,  xi.  293;  conquest  of 
Pherae  and  Pagasae  by,  xi.  295 ; 
checked  at  Thermopylae  by  the 
Athenians,  xi.  296 ;  power  and  at¬ 
titude  of,  b.  c.  352-351,  xi  322; 
naval  power  and  operations  of,  B. 
c.  351,  xi.  297  seq. ;  in  Thrace,  B. 
c.  351,  xi.  301  ;  hostility  of.  to 
Olynthus,  b.  c.  351-350,  xi.  320 
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flight  of  his  half-brothers  to  Olyn- 
thus,  xi.  321  ;  intrigues  of,  in  Olvn- 
thus,  xi.  322;  destruction  of  the 
Olynthian  confederacy  by,  xi  324, 
3d5,  331,  350  seq.,  364;  Athenian 
expedition  to  Olynthus  against,  xi. 
334;  intrigues  of,  in  Eubcea,  xi. 
339 ;  and  Athens,  overtures  for 
peace  between,  b.  c.  348,  xi.  369 
seq. ;  Thebans  invoke  the  aid  of, 
against  the  Phokians,  xi.  375 ;  and 
Thermopylae,  xi.  377,  407  ;  410, 
416,  421,  424;  embassies  from 
Athens  to,  xi.  375  seq.,  401  seq. 
422;  envoys  to  Athens  from,  xi. 
386,  387,  390.  398,  401 ;  synod  of 
allies  at  Athens  about,  xi.  388 ; 
peace  and  alliance  between  Athens, 
and,  xi.  390  seq.,  409,429  seq.,  442, 
446  seq. ;  fabrications  of  iEschines 
and  Philokrates  about,  xi.  398, 408, 
409,  412  seq.;  in  Thrace,  xi.  402, 
404,  450  seq.  ;  letter  of,  taken  by 
JEschines  to  Athens,  xi.  410,  416  ; 
surrender  of  Phokis  to,  xi.  421 ; 
declared  sympathy  of,  with  the 
Thebans,  b.  c.  346.  xi.  421  ;  visit 
of  Aeschines  to,  in  Phokis,  xi.  423  ; 
admitted  into  the  Amphiktyonic 
assembly,  xi.  425;  ascendency  of, 
B.  c.  346,  xi.  428  seq. ;  named  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Pythian  festival,  xi. 
428  ;  position  of,  after  the  Sacred 
War,  xi.  434;  letter  of  Isokrates 
to,  xi.  436 ;  movements  of,  after 
B.  c.  346,  xi.  443  seq. ;  warnings 
of  Demosthenes  against,  after  b.  c. 
346,  xi.  444;  mission  of  Python 
from,  to  Athens,  xi.446  ;  and  Ath¬ 
ens,  dispute  between  about  Halon- 
nesus,  xi. 448  seq.;  and  Kardia,  xi. 
450;  and  Athens,  disputes  between, 
about  the  Bosporus  and  Hellespont, 
xi.  450;  at  Perinthus  and  the  Cher¬ 
sonese,  xi.  454,  458  seq. ;  and  Ath¬ 
ens,  declaration  of  war  between, 
xi.  454  seq. ;  makes  peace  with 
Byzantium,  Chios,  and  other  isl¬ 
ands,  attacks  the  Scythians,  and 
is  defeated  by  the  Triballi,  xi  461 ; 
and  the  Amphissians,  xi.  480  seq., 
497  ;  re-fortification  of  Elateia  by, 
xi.  482,  484  seq. ;  application  of,  to 
Thebes  for  aid  in  attacking  the 
Athenians,  xi  483  seq.,  489;  alli¬ 
ance  of  Athens  and  Thebes  against, 


xi.  490  seq.,  593  seq. ;  letters  ct,  fig 
the  Peloponnesians  for  aid,  xi.  492; 
victory  of,  at  Chajroneia,  xi.  497 
seq.,  505;  military  organization  of, 
xi.  501,  xii.  56  seq.;  and  the  Athe¬ 
nians,  peace  of  Demades  between, 
xi.  507  seq.;  honorary  votes  at 
Athens  in  favor  of,  xi.  509 ;  expe 
dition  of,  into  Peloponnesus,  xi. 
510;  at  the  congress  at  Corinth, 
xi.  511;  preparations  of,  for  tbs 
invasion  of  Persia,  xi.  512;  repu¬ 
diates  Olympias,  and  marries  Kle¬ 
opatra,  xi  512;  and  Alexander, 
dissensions  between,  xi.  513;  as¬ 
sassination  of,  xi.  514  seq.,  xii.  6 
seq.;  character  of,  xi.  519  seq.; 
discord  in  the  family  of.  xii.  4; 
military  condition  of  Macedonia 
before,  xii.  55. 

Philip  Aridceus ,  xii.  319,  334. 

Philippi,  foundation  of,  xi  241 

Philipjhcs  of  Demosthenes,  xi.  309 
seq.,  445,  451 

Philippizmg  factions  in  Magara  and 
Euboea,  xi.  448. 

Philippus ,  the  Theban  polemarch ,  x. 
82,  85. 

Philippus ,  Alexander's  physician ,  xii. 
113. 

Phi/iskus ,  x.  261. 

Philist.ides ,  xi  449,  452. 

Philtstus ,  his  treatment  of  mythes,  I. 
410  ;  banishment  of,  xi.  33  ;  recall 
of,  xi.  67  ;  intrigues  of,  against  Pla¬ 
to  and  Dion,  xi  76;  tries  to  inter¬ 
cept  Dion  in  the  Gulf  of  Tarea- 
tum,  xi.  89 ;  at  Leontini,  xi.  99; 
defeat  and  death  of,  xi.  100. 

Philokrates ,  motion  of,  to  allow  Philip 
to  send  envoys  to  Athens,  xi.  371 ; 
motion  of,  to  send  envoys  to  Philip, 
xi.  379;  motion  of,  for  peace  and 
alliance  with  Philip,  xi.  390  seq,, 
416;  fabrications  of,  about  Philip, 
xi.  398,408, 409, 412  .  impeachment 
and  condemnation  of,  xi.  433. 

Philoktetes ,  i.  301,  310. 

Philolaus  and  Diokles,  ii.  297. 

Philomela ,  i.  196  seq. 

Philomelas,  xi  245;  seizes  the  tempi® 
at  Delphi,  xi.  248 ;  and  Archida- 
mus,  xi.  247  ;  and  the'Pythia  at 
Delphi,  xi.  250  ;  successful  battles 
of,  with  the  Lokrians,  xi.  251  ;  de¬ 
feat  and  death  of,  xi  255,  takes 
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part  of  the  treasures  in  the  temple 
at  Delphi,  xi.  252. 

Philonomus  and  the  Spartan  Dorians, 
ii.  327. 

Philosophers,  mythes  allegorized  by,  i. 
418  seq. 

Philosophy ,  Homeric  and  Hesiodic,  i. 
368 ;  Ionic,  i.  372  n  2 ;  ethical 
and  social  among  the  Greeks,  iv. 
76. 

Philotas ,  alleged  conspiracy,  and  ex¬ 
ecution  of,  xii.  190  seq.,  197  n.  2. 

Philoxenus  and  Dionysius,  xi.  26. 

Phinens,  i.  199,  235. 

Phlegyce ,  the,  i.  128. 

Phlius,  return  of  philo-Laconian 
exiles  to,  x.  42;  intervention  of 
Sparta  with,  x.  70;  surrender  of, 
to  Agesilaus,  x.  70  seq. ;  applica¬ 
tion  of,  to  Athens,  x.  234  seq  ; 
fidelity  of,  to  Sparta,  x.  257,  270 ; 
invasion  of,  by  Euphron,  x.  270; 
and  Pellene,  x.  271  ;  assistance  of 
Chares  to,  x.  272;  and  Thebes,  x. 
290  seq. 

Phoebe,  i.  5,  6. 

Phcebidas,  at  Thebes,  x.  58  seq.,  62, 
63,  128. 

Phcenissce  of  Phrynichus,  v.  138  n.  1. 

Phcmix ,  i.  257. 

Phd/ceea,  foundation  of,  iii.  188;  sur¬ 
render  of,  to  Harpagus,  iv.  203; 
Alkibiades  at,  viii.  152. 

Phdkcmn  colonies  at  Atalia  and  Elea, 
iv  206. 

Phdkceans ,  exploring  voyages  of,  iii. 
281  ;  effects  of  their  exploring 
voyages  upon  Grecian  knowledge 
and  fancy,  iii.  282;  emigration  of, 
iv.  205  seq. 

Phokian  defensive  wall  at  Thermop- 
lae,  ii.  283  ;  townships,  ravage  of, 
y  Xerxes’s  army,  v.  114. 

Phokians ,  ii.  288  ;  application  of  Le¬ 
onidas  to,  v.  76 ;  at  Leuktra,  x. 
>81,  182;  and  the  presidency  of 
she  temple  at  Delphi,  xi.  245  seq.; 
Thebans  strive  to  form  a  confeder¬ 
acy  against,  xi.  251  ;  take  the  treas¬ 
ures  of  the  temple  at  Delphi,  xi. 
252,  255,  297,  374;  war  of,  with 
the  Lokrians,  Thebans,  and  Thessa¬ 
lians,  xi.  254;  under  Onomarchus, 
xi  261,  293;  under  Phayllus,  xi. 
297  seq. ;  under  Phalsekus,  xi.  374, 
418;  Thebans  invoke  the  aid  of 


Philip  against,  xi.  375;  applica 
tion  of,  to  Athens,  xi.  376  ;  exclit 

,  sion  of,  from  the  peace  and  alli¬ 
ance  between  Philip  and  Athens, 
xi.  396  seq.,  411 ;  envoys  from,  to 
Philip,  xi.  404,  406;  motion  of 
Philokrates  about,  xi.  116 ;  at 
Thermopylae,  xi.  418  seq.;  treat¬ 
ment  of,  after  their  surrender  to 
Philip,  xi.  425  seq.;  restoration  of, 
by  the  Thebans  and  Athenians, 
xi.  493. 

Phokion,  first  exploits  of,  x.  131 , 
character  and  policy  of,  xi.  273 
seq.,  308,  xii.  278,  311,  357  seq.; 
in  Eubcea,  xi.  340  seq.,  452 ;  at 
Megara,  xi.  449  ;  in  the  Propontis, 

xi.  460 ;  and  Alexander’s  demand 
that  the  anti-Macedonian  leaders 
at  Athens  should  be  surrendered, 

xii.  46,  47 ;  and  Demades,  embassy 
of,  to  Antipater,  xii.  322  ;  at  Ath 
ens  under  Antipater,  xii.  324 ;  and 
Nikanor,  xii.  339,  346  seq. ;  and 
Alexander,  son  of  Polysperchon, 
xii.  348 ;  condemnation  and  death 
of,  xii.  349  seq. ;  altered  sentiment 
of  the  Athenians  towards,  after  his 
death,  xii.  357. 

Phokis,  acquisition  of,  by  Athens,  v. 
331 ;  loss  of,  by  Athens,  v.  348  ;  in¬ 
vasion  of,  by  the  Thebans,  b.  c. 
374,  x.  136  ;  accusation  of  Thebes 
against,  before  the  Amphiktyonic 
assembly,  xi.  243 ;  resistance  of,  to 
the  Amphiktyonic  assembly,  xi. 
246  seq.;  Philip  in,  xi.  421,482, 
492  seq. 

Phdkus,  i.  185. 

Phoki/lides ,  iv.  92. 

Phorlcys  and  Keto,  progeny  of,  i. 
7. 

Phormio  at  Potidaea,  vi.  74  ;  at  Am- 
philochian  Argos,  vi.  121  ;  at  Nau- 
paktus,  vi.  180;  his  victories  over 
the  Peloponnesian  fleet,  vi.  199 
seq.,  206  seq. ;  in  Akarnania,  vi. 
213  ;  his  later  history,  vi.  277  n. 

Phormisius,  disfranchising  proposi¬ 
tion  of,  viii.  294. 

Phordneus,  i.  82,  83. 

Phraortes,  iii.  228. 

Phratries ,  iii.  52  seq.,  63  ;  and  gentes, 
non-members  of,  iii.  133. 

Phrikdnis ,  iii.  192. 

Ph  -ygia ,  Persian  forces  in.  on  Ales 
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•ndePs  landing,  xii.  75,  78;  sub¬ 
mission  of,  to  Alexander  xii.  89. 

Phtygian  influence  on  the  religion  of 
the  Greeks,  i.  26,  28 ;  music  and 
worship,  iii.  213  seq. 

Phrygians  and  Trojans,  i.  335 ;  and 
Thracians,  iii.  210,  213;  ethnical 
affinities  and  early  distribution  of, 
iii.  209  seq. 

Phrunichus  the  tragedian ,  his  capture 
of  Miletus,  iv.  309  ;  his  Phoenissse, 
v.  138,  n.  1. 

Phrynichus  the  commander ,  at  Miletus, 
vii.  388 ;  and  AmorgSs,  vii.  389  n. 
1 ;  and  Alkibiades,  viii.  10  seq. ; 
deposition  of,  viii.  15;  and  the 
Four  Hundred,  viii.  11,  58  seq.;  as¬ 
sassination  of,  viii.  66,  85,  n. ;  de¬ 
cree  respecting  the  memory  of,  viii. 
85. 

Phrynon,  xi.  370. 

Phruxus  and  Hell§,  i.  123  seq 

Phthidtis  and  Deukalion,  i.  96. 

Qvoig,  first  use  of,  in  the  sense  of  na¬ 
ture,  i.  368. 

Phye- Athene,  iv.  104. 

Phylarch ,  Athenian,  ii.  461. 

PhylS,  occupation  of,  by  Thrasybu- 
lus,  viii.  265. 

Phyllidas  and  the  conspiracy  against 
the  philo-Laconian  oligarchy  at 
Thebes,  x.  81  seq. 

Physical  astronomy  thought  impious 
by  ancient  Greeks,  i.  346  n. ;  sci¬ 
ence,  commencement  of,  among 
the  Greeks,  i.  368. 

Phytalids ,  their  tale  of  Demet§r,  i.  44 

Phyton ,  xi.  18  seq. 

Pierians,  original  seat  of,  iv.  14 

Pi€td,  Montes  de,  iii.  162. 

RiXoi  of  the  Lacedaemonians  in 
Sphakteria,  vi.  344  n. 

Pina\us ,  Alexander  and  Darius  on 
the.  xii.  118  seq. 

Pindar ,  his  treatment  of  mythes,  i. 
378  seq. 

Pindus ,  ii.  211  seq. 

Piracy  in  early  Greece,  ii.  90,  113. 

Pisa  and  Elis,  relations  of,  ii.  439. 

Pisatans  and  the  Olympic  games,  ii. 
318,  434,  ix.  228,  x.  318  seq.;  and 
Eloians,  It  434,  439. 

Pisatic  sovereignty  of  Pelops,  i.  157. 

Pisidia,  conquest  of,  by  Alexander, 
xii.  99. 

Pissuthnes ,  vi.  26,  28,  ix.  3. 
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Pitane,  iii.  190. 

Pittakus,  power  and  merit  of,  iii  1S§ 
seq. 

Plague  at  Athens ,  vi.  154  seq. ;  revival 
of,  vi.  293. 

Platcca ,  and  Thebes,  disputes  be¬ 
tween,  iv.  166;  and  Athens,  first 
connection  of,  iv.  165  ;  battle  of,  V. 
164  seq. ;  revelation  of  the  victory 
of,  at  Mykale  the  same  day,  v.  194; 
night-surprise  of,  by  the  Thebans, 
vi.  114  seq.;  siege  of,  by  Archida- 
mus,  vi.  188  seq. ;  surrender  of,  to 
the  Lacedaemonians,  vi.  264  seq.  j 
restoration  of,  by  Sparta,  x.  30 
seq. ;  capture  of,  by  the  Thebans, 
x.  159  seq. 

Platceans  at  Marathon,  iv.  248. 

Plato ,  his  treatment  of  mythes,  i.441  * 
on  the  return  of  the  Herakleids,  H. 
6;  on*  homicide,  ii.  96  n. ;  his  Re¬ 
public  and  the  Lykurgean  institu¬ 
tions,  ii.  390;  and  the  Sophists, 
viii.  345-399 ;  and  Xenophon,  evi¬ 
dence  of,  about  Sokrates,  viii.  403 
seq.,  444  n.,  450  «.;  bis  extension 
and  improvement  of  the  formal 
logic  founded  by  SokratSs,  viii. 
429  ;  purpose  of  his  dialogues,  viiL 
453  ;  incorrect  assertions  in  the 
Menexenus  of,  ix.  360  n. ;  the  let¬ 
ters  of,  x.  435  n.  '  and  Dionysius 
the  Elder,  xi.  38,  60 ;  and  Dion,  xi. 
39,  57  seq.,  69,  84  ;  and  Dionysius 
the  Younger,  xi.  52,  69-80 ;  Dion, 
and  the  Pythagoreans,  xi.  56  seq. ; 
statements  and  advice  of,  on  the 
condition  of  Syracuse,  xi.  130  seq.; 
and  the  kings  of  Macedonia,  xi. 
206. 

Plausible  fiction,  i.  435,  ii.  51. 

Pleistoanax ,  v.  349,  429  seq. 

Plemmyrium,  vii.  270,  290  seq. 

Plutarch  and  Lykurgus,  ii.  337,  343, 
403  seq. ;  on  the  ephor  Epitadeus, 
ii.  405  ;  and  Herodotus,  iv.  202 
v.  6  n.  2  ;  on  Perikles,  vi.  172. 

Plutarch  of  Eretria,  xi.  340  seq. 

Plynteria ,  viii.  144. 

Podaleirus  and  Machaon,  i.  180. 

Podarkes,  birth  of,  i.  110. 

Poems ,  lost  epic,  ii.  120;  epic,  recited 
in  public,  not  read  in  private,  ii. 
135. 

Poetry ,  Greek,  transition  of,  from  the 
mythical  past  to  the  positive  pra 
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sent,  i.  349;  epic,  ii.  117  seq.;  epic, 
Homeric  and  Hesiodic,  ii.  118;  di¬ 
dactic  and  mystic  hexameter,  ii. 
119  ;  lyric  and  choric,  intended 
for  the  ear,  ii.  137 ;  Greek,  ad¬ 
vances  of,  within  a  century  and  a 
half  after  Terpander,  iv.  77. 

Poets  inspired  by  the  Muse,  i.  355  ; 
iambic,  elegiac,  and  lyric,  predom¬ 
inance  of  the  present  in,  i.  363  ; 
and  logographers,  their  treatment 
of  mythes,  i.  377  seq. ;  early,  chro¬ 
nological  evidence  of,  ii.  45  seq. ; 
epic,  and  their  probable  dates,  ii. 
122 ;  cyclic,  ii.  123  seq  ;  gnomic  or 
moralizing,  iv.  91  seq. 

Polemarch,  Athenian,  iii.  74. 
Polemarchs ,  Spartan,  ii.  459. 
Polemarchus,  viii.  248. 

Political  clubs  at  Athens,  viii.  15. 
Politicians ,  new  class  of,  at  ‘Athens, 
after  PeriklSs,  vi.  245  seq. 

Pollis ,  defeat  of,  by  Chabrias,  x.  130. 
Pollux  and  Castor,  i.  171  seq. 
Polyarchus ,  xi.  154. 

Polybiades,  x.  68. 

Polybius ,  his  transformation  of  mythes 
to  history,  i.  412  ;  perplexing  state¬ 
ment  of,  respecting  the  war  be¬ 
tween  Sybaris  and  Kroton,  iv. 
416  ;  the  Greece  of,  xii.  318. 
Polychares ,  and  Euaephnus,  ii.  426. 
Po/ydamas  of  Pharsalus ,  x.  137  seq. 
Polydamas  the  Macedonian ,  xii.  197. 
Polydamidas ,  at  Mende,  vi.  440  seq. 
Po/ykrates  of  Samos ,  iv.  241  seq. 
Po/ykrates  the  Sophist ,  harangue  of,  on 
the  accusation  against  Sokrates, 
viii.  478  n 

Polynikes ,  i.  267,  269  seq.,  273,  280. 
Po/yphron ,  x.  248. 

Polysperchon ,  appointed  by  Antipater 
as  his  successor,  xii.  339 ;  plans  of, 
xii.  340 ;  edict  of,  at  Pella,  xii.  343 
seq. ;  Phokion  and  Agnonides 
heard  before,  xii.  351  seq.;  and 
Kassander,  xii.  360,  372, 382 ;  flight 
of,  iEtalia,  xii.  367. 

Polystratus ,  one  of  the  Four  Hun¬ 
dred,  viii.  68  n.  1,  69  n.,  78,  88. 
Polyxena,  death  of,  i.  305. 

Polyzehis  and  Hiero,  v.  228. 

Pompey  in  Colchis,  i.  243. 

Pontic  Greeks ,  xii.  458  seq. 

Pontic  Herakleia ,  xii.  460-^71. 

Pontus  and  Gaia,  children  of,  i.  7 


Popular  belief  in  ancient  mythes,  & 
424,  427. 

Porus ,  xii.  227  seq. 

Poseidon ,  i  6,  9,  56  ;  prominence  o£ 
in  ALolid  legends,  i.  110;  Erech- 
theus,  i.  192,  193;  and  AthSn6,  i. 
195;  and  Laomedon,  i.  285. 
Positive  evidence  indispensable  to 
historical  proof,  i.  429. 

Positive  tendencies  of  the  Greek 
mind  in  the  time  of  Herodotus,  iv. 
105  n. 

Post -Homeric  poems  on  the  Trojan 
war,  i  297. 

Potidcea  and  Artabazus,  v.  149;  rela¬ 
tions  of,  with  Corinth  and  Athens, 

vi.  67  ;  designs  of  Perdikkas  and 
the  Corinthians  upon,  vi.  68;  re¬ 
volt  of,  from  Athens,  vi.  69  seq.; 
Athenian  victory  near,  vi.  73 ; 
blockade  of,  by  the  Athenians,  vi 
74,  140,  164,  182;  Brasidas’s  at¬ 
tempt  upon,  vi.  150;  capture  of, 
by  Philip  and  the  Olynthians,  xi. 
238. 

Prasioe ,  expedition  of  Pythoddrus  to, 

vii.  285. 

Praxitas ,  ix.  327  n.  1,  333  seq. 

Pi'iam ,  i.  285,  292  n.  5,  304. 

Priene,  iii.  172,  178,  vi.  26. 

Priests  Egyptian,  iii.  314. 

Primitive  and  historical  Greece,  ii. 
57-118. 

Private  property ,  rights  of,  at  Athens. 

viii.  304. 

Probability  alone  not  sufficient  for 
historical  proof,  i.  429. 

Pro-Bouleutic  Senate ,  Solon’s,  iii.  121 
Probvh ,  board  of,  vii.  362. 

Prodikus,  viii.  370,  380  seq. 

Prcetos  and  his  daughters,  i.  88  seq. 
Prokne ,  i.  197  seq. 

Pro/cris,  i.  198. 

Prometheus ,  i.  6 ;  and  Zeus,  i.  63,  76, 
79  seq.;  and  Pandora,  i.  75;  and 
Epimetheus,  i.  75;  iEschylus’s,  i. 
382  n.  3. 

Property ,  rights  of,  at  Athens,  iii.  106, 

1 14  seq. 

Prophecies,  Sibylline,  i.  338. 

Propontis ,  Phokion  in,  xi.  460. 
Propylcea,  building  of,  vi.  21,  23  n.  4. 
Prose  writing  among  the  Greeks,  iv. 
97. 

Protagoras,  viii.  376,  379  seq.,  389  seq. 
392  n. 
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Protesilaus ,  i.  290,  v.  201. 

Prothous ,  x.  17b. 

Proxenus  of  Teyea ,  x.  209. 

Prytaneium ,  Solon’s  regulations  about, 
iii.  143. 

Pry  tones,  iv.  138. 

Prytanies ,  iv.  138. 

Prytanis ,  xii.  485. 

Psammenitus,  iv.  219. 

Psammetichus  /.,  iii.  325  seq. 

Psammetichus  and  Tamos,  x.  13. 

Psammis ,  iii.  333. 

Psephism ,  Demophantus’s  democra- 
tical,  viii.  81. 

Psephisms  and  laws,  distinction  be¬ 
tween,  v.  373. 

Psyttaleia,  Persian  troops  in,  v.  128, 
136. 

Ptolemy  of  Aldrus,  x.  249,  250  ;  and 
Pelopidas,  x.  263 ;  assassination 
of,  x.  300. 

Ptolemy  of  Egypt ,  attack  of  Perdikkas 
on,  xii.  335  ;  alliance  of,  with  Kas- 
sander,  Lysimachus  and  Seleukus 
against  Antigonus,  xii.  367,  372, 
383,  387  ;  proclamations  of,  to  the 
Greeks,  xii.  369  ;  Lysimachus  and 
Kassander,  pacification  of,  with 
Antigonus,  xii.  371  ;  in  Greece,  xii. 
373. 

Ptolemy ,  nephew  of  Antigonus ,  xii. 
370. 

Public  speaking,  its  early  origin  and 
intellectual  effects,  ii.  77  seq. 

Punjab ,  Alexander’s  conquests  in  the, 
xii.  227  seq. 

Purification  for  homicide,  i.  25,  26. 

Pydna,  siege  of,  by  Archestratus,  vi. 
70;  siege  of,  by  Archelaus,  viii. 
118  ;  and  Philip,  xi.  236,  237. 

Pylce,  in  Babylonia,  ix.  36  n.  2.,  43  n. 

Pylayorce,  ii.  247. 

Pylians,  ii.  12,  335. 

Pylus,  attack  of  Herakles  on,  i.  110, 
long  independence  of,  ii.  331  n.  2  ; 
occupation  and  fortification  of,  by 
the  Athenians,  vi.  317  seq.;  ar¬ 
mistice  conclude,,  at,  vi.  324,  332  ; 
Kleon’s  expedition  to,  vi.  366  seq. ; 
cession  of,  demanded  by  the  Lace¬ 
demonians,  vii.  29  ;  helots  brought 
back  to,  by  the  Athenians,  vii.  70 ; 
recapture  of,  by  the  Lacedemo¬ 
nians,  viii.  131. 

Pyramids ,  Egyptian,  iii.  321. 

Pyrrha  and  Deukalion,  i,  96. 


Pyrrho  and  Sokrates,  viii.  489  n. 

Pyrrhus ,  son  of  Achilles ,  i.  188. 

Pyrrhus,  king  of  Epirus ,  and  Anti* 
pater,  son  of  Kassander,  xii.  389. 

Pythagoras ,  the  philosopher,  i.  367  seq., 
iv.  390-411,  416. 

Pythagoras ,  the  Ephesian  despot ,  iii, 
182. 

Pythagorean  order,  iv.  395,  403  seq., 
416. 

Pythagoreans,  logical  distinction  of 
genera  and  species  unknown  to, 
viii.  427  n.  2  ;  Plato,  and  Dion,  xi 
57  seq. 

Pytheas,  xii.  457. 

Pylhia .  the,  at  Delphi,  and  Philome 
lus,  xi.  250. 

Pythian  Apollo,  i.  47. 

Pythian  games,  ii.  240,  243,  iv.  58,  63 
seq.,  iv.  65,  x.  137  n.  1,  195,  xi. 
428. 

Pythius,  the  Phrygian ,  v.  27. 

Pythoddrus,  vii.  133,  139,  285. 

Python,  mission  of,  to  Athens,  xi. 
446. 

Pythonikus,  vii.  175,  197. 

Q 

Quadriremes ,  x.  479. 

Quinqueremes,  v.  47  n.  2,  x.  479. 

K 

Races  of  men  in  •*  Works  and  Days,” 
i.  64  seq. 

Religious  ceremonies  a  source  of 
mythes,  i.  62,  63, 451  seq. ;  views  pa¬ 
ramount  in  the  Homeric  age,  i. 
357  ;  views,  opposition  of,  to  scien¬ 
tific,  among  the  Greeks,  i.  358,  370 
seq. ;  festivals,  Grecian,  iv.  53,  67 
seq.,  xi.  353  ;  associations,  effect 
of,  on  early  Grecian  art,  iv.  99. 

Reply  to  criticisms  on  the  first  two 
volumes  of  this  history,  i.  408  n. 

Rhadamanthus  and  Minos,  i.  219. 

Rhapsodes,  ii  129,  137  seq. 

Rhea,  i.  5,  6. 

Rhegians  and  Taren tines,  expedition 
of,  against  the  Iapygians,  v.  238. 

Rhegiurn,  iii.  383;  the  chorus  sent 
from  Messene  to,  iv.  53  n.  1  ;  and 
Athens,  vii.  128  n.  3;  the  Athe¬ 
nian  fleet  near,  b.  c.  425,  vii.  134, 
progress  of  the  Athenian  armament 
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for  Sicily  to,  vii.  181  ;  discourage¬ 
ment  of  the  Athenians  at,  vii.  190; 
relations  of,  with  Dionysius,  b.  c. 
399.  x.  474  seq.;  and  Dionysius, 
xi.  5,  7,  11,  16  seq. ;  and  Dionysius 
the  Yonger,  xi.  133,  Timoleon  at, 
xi.  144  seq. 

Rhetoric ,  v.  402,  viii.  335,  339, 346  seq. 

Rhetors  and  sophists,  v.  402  seq. 

RJietra,  the  primitive  constitutional, 
ii  344  n.  2,  345  n.  2. 

Rhetroe ,  the  Three  Lykurgean,  ii.  355 
n.  3. 

RJuenus  and  the  second  Messecian 
war,  ii.  430. 

Rhium ,  Phormio  in  the  Gulf  at,  vi. 
196  seq. 

Rhodes ,  founder  of,  ii.  30 ;  dikasteries 
at,  v.  384  n.  2 ;  and  the  Olympic 
games,  vii.  52  n.  4  ;  the  Pelopon¬ 
nesian  fleet  at,  vii.  399,  400  seq., 
viii.  94,  ix.  368,  373,  Dorieus  at, 
viii.  116;  revolt  of,  from  Sparta,  ix. 
271  ,  revolt  of,  from  Athens,  xi. 
220  seq. ;  siege  of,  by  Demetrius 
Poliorketes,  xii.  381. 

Rhodians  and  the  battle  of  Chaero 
neia,  xi.  504. 

Rhoddpis,  iii.  337  n.  2. 

Rhce/cus  of  Samos,  iv.  100 

RJwesaJces,  xii.  84. 

Rites,  post-Homeric,  i.  27,  28  ;  ecsta¬ 
tic,  i.  30  seq. 

Rivers,  mythical  personages  identified 
with,  i.  342  n.  2 ;  of  Greece,  ii. 
217. 

Robbery ,  violent,  how  regarded  in 
Greece  and  Europe,  ii.  Ill  n.  2. 

Romances  of  chivalry’,  i.  475,  ii.  156 
n.  2 

Roman  kings,  authority  of,  ii.  68  n.  3. 

Roman  law  of  debtor  and  creditor,  iii. 
159  seq. 

Romans ,  respect  of,  for  Illium,  i.  327  ; 
belief  of,  with  regard  to  earth¬ 
quakes,  i.  400  n. ;  dislike  of,  to  paid 
judicial  pleading,  viii.  361  n.  2; 
embassy  from,  to  Alexander,  xii. 
248  n  2;  Livy’s  opinion  as  to  the 
chances  of  Alexander,  if  he  had 
attacked  the,  xii.  260. 

Rome,  reduction  of  the  rate  of  in¬ 
terest  at,  iii.  112  n.  1  ;  debasement 
of  coin  at,  iii.  114,  new  tables  at, 
iii.  115  n.  2;  law  of  debtor  and 
creditor  at,  iii.  159  seq  ,  polh/cal 


associations  at,  viii.  16  n.  2,  and 
Carthage,  treaties  between. x.  392  n 

Roxana ,  xii  214,215,  319,  -333,367, 
371. 

8. 

Sacred  games,  Solon’s  rewards  to 
victors  at,  iii.  141 ;  objects,  Greek 
view  of  material  connection  with, 
iii.  84  n.  1.,  260. 

Sacred  War ,  the  first,  iv.  63  seq.,  v. 
346 ,  the  second,  xi.  241  seq.,  374, 
421  seq.;  position  of  Philip  after 
the  second,  xi.  434;  the  third,  xi. 
467. 

Sacrifices,  i.  62  ;  human,  in  Greece,  i 
126  seq. 

Sacrilege ,  French  legislation  upon 
vii.  212  n. 

Sadyatlis ,  iii.  253. 

Saga,  the,  Ampere  on,  i.  357  «. 

Sage,  a  universal  manifestation  of 
the  human  mind,  i.  461. 

Sagen-poesie,  applied  as  a  standard  to 
the  Iliad  and  Odyssey,  ii.  162. 

Sagra,  date  of  the  battle  at,  iv.  411 

j  n.  2. 

I  Saints,  legends  of,  i.  469  seq. 

'  Sakculas ,  iv.  89. 

*  Salcefhus,  vi.  237  seq. 

Salamis ,  the  serpent  of,  i.  186;  war 
between  Athens  and  Megara  about, 
iii.  98  seq. ;  retreat  of  the  Greek 
fleet  from  Artemisium  to,  v.  102, 
107;  the  battle  of,  v.  104-147; 
Persian  and  Greek  fleets  after  thd 
battle  of,  v.  147 ;  migration  of 
Athenians  to,  on  Mardonius’s  ap¬ 
proach,  v.  154;  seizure  of  pri¬ 
soners  at,  by  the  Thirty  Tyrants 
at  Athens,  viii.  267. 

Salamis  in  Cyprus,  i.  189,  x.  14  seq. 

Salmoneus,  i.  108. 

Samian  exiles ,  application  of,  to 
Sparta,  iv.  242  ;  attack  of,  on  Si 
phnos,  iv.  244;  at  Zankle,  v.  211. 

Samians  and  Athenians,  contrast  be¬ 
tween,  iv.  247  ,  slaughter  of,  by 
Otanes,  iv.  249;  at  Lade,  iv.  304; 
migration  of,  to  Sicily,  iv.  305 ; 
transfer  of  the  fund  of  the  con¬ 
federacy  from  Delos  to  Athens 
proposed  by,  v.  343,  application 
of,  to  Sparta  for  aid  against  Athena 
vi.  29. 
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Samnites.  xi.  8. 

Samos ,  foundation  of,  iii.  173;  con¬ 
dition  of,  on  the  accession  of  Da¬ 
rius  Hystaspes,  iv.  240;  Lacedae¬ 
monians  and  Polykrates  at.  iv.  243  ; 
Persian  armament  under  Datis  at, 

iv.  329 ;  Persian  fleet  at,  after  the 
battle  of  Salamis,  v.  147,  192; 
Greek  fleet  moves  to  the  rescue  of, 
from  the  Persians,  v.  192;  an  au¬ 
tonomous  ally  of  Athens,  vi.  2  ; 
revolt  of,  from  the  Athenians,  vi. 
25  seq:,  29;  and  Miletus,  dispute 
between,  about  Priene,  vi.  26 ; 
Athenian  armament  against,  un¬ 
der  Perikles,  Sophokles,  etc.,  vi. 
27  seq. ;  blockaded,  vi.  28 ;  govern¬ 
ment  of,  after  its  capture  by  Pe¬ 
rikles,  vi.  30 ;  democratical  revo¬ 
lution  at,  vii.  377  seq. ;  powerful 
Athenian  fleet  at,  b  c.  412,  vii. 
386 ;  oligarchical  conspiracy  at, 
viii.  7  seq.,  25  seq. ;  embassy  from 
the  Four  Hundred  to,  viii.  44,  52 
seq.,  55 ;  Athenian  democracy  re¬ 
constituted  at,  viii.  46  seq. ;  the 
Athenian  democracy  at,  and  Alki¬ 
biades,  viii.  49  seq. ;  eagerness  of  the 
Athenian  democracy  at,  to  sail  to 
Peiraeus,  viii.  52,  54  ;  envoys  from 
Argosto  the  Athenian  Demos  at, 
viii.  57 ;  Athenian  democracy  at, 
contrasted  with  the  oligarchy  of  the 
Four  Hundred,  viii.  92  seq. ;  Strom- 
bichides’s  arrival  at,  from  the  Hel¬ 
lespont,  viii.  96 ;  Alkibiades’s  re¬ 
turn  from  Aspendus  to,  viii.  115; 
Alkibiades  sails  from,  to  the  Helles¬ 
pont,  viii.  116  ;  Alkibiades  at,  b.  c. 
407,  viii.  1 55 ;  Alkibiades  leaves  An- 
tiochus  in  command  at,  viii.  153; 
dissatisfaction  of  the  armament  at, 
with  Alkibiades,  viii.  154;  Konon 
at,  viii.  160  ;  Lysander  at,  viii.  223, 
237 ;  conquest  of,  by  Timotheus, 
x.  294,  297  n.  2. 

Samothracians ,  exploit  of,  at  Salamis, 

v.  135. 

Sangala.  capture  of,  by  Alexander, 
xii.  231. 

Sappho ,  i.  363,  iv  90  seq. 

Sardinia ,  proposition  of  Bias  for  a 
Pan-Ionic  emigration  to,  iv.  207. 

Sardis ,  iii.  220  ;  capture  of,  by  Cyrus, 
iv.  192;  march  of  Aristagoras  to, 
and  burning  of,  iv.  290;  march  of 
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Xerxes  to,  and  collection  of  his 
forces  at,  v.  14;  march  of  Xerxes 
from,  v.  27 ;  retirement  of  the  Per¬ 
sian  army  to,  after  their  defeat  at 
Mykale,  v.  198;  Alkibiades’s  im¬ 
prisonment  at,  and  escape  from, 
viii.  119,  120;  forces  of  Cyrus  the 
Younger  collected  at,  ix.  8;  march 
of  Cyrus  the  Younger  from,  to 
Kunaxa,  ix.  11  seq.;  victory  of 
Agesilaus  near,  ix.  267  ;  surrender 
of,  to  Alexander,  xii.  89. 

Sarissa ,  xii.  57,  101  seq. 

Sarmatians ,  iii.  243. 

Sarpedon ,  i.  219. 

Sataspes ,  iii.  285,  288  n. 

Satrapies  of  Darius  Hystaspes,  iv. 
235  seq. 

Satraps  under  Darius  Hystaspes,  dis¬ 
contents  of,  iv.  226  seq. ;  of  Alex¬ 
ander,  xii.  239  seq. 

Satyrus  of  Heraklei a,  xii.  564. 

Satyrus  I  of  Bosporus,  xi.  264  n.  1, 
xii.  481 . 

Satyrus  the  actor ,  xi.  270,  364. 

Satyrus  II.  of  Bosporus,  xii.  484. 

Saxo  Grammaticus  and  Snorro  Stur- 

leson  contrasted  with  Pherekydes 
and  Hellanikus,  i.  468. 

Scales  ASginaean  and  Euboic,  ii.  319 
seq.,  325  ;  iEginasan,  Euboic  and 
Attic,  iii.  171. 

Scandinavian  mythical  genealogies,  i. 
465  n.  3;  and  Teutonic  epic,  i.479 
seq. 

Scardus ,  ii.  212. 

Science ,  physical,  commencement  of, 
among  the  Greeks,  i.  367. 

Scientific  views,  opposition  of,  to  re¬ 
ligious,  among  the  Greeks,  i.  359- 
370  seq. 

Scission  between  the  superior  men  and 
the  multitude  among  the  Greeks,  i. 
375. 

Sculpture  at  Athens,  under  Perikles, 

vi.  22. 

Scurrility  at  festivals,  iv.  80  n.  2. 

Scylla,  i.  1^  221. 

Scythia ,  in.  235;  Darius’s  invasion 
of,  iv.  263  seq. 

Scythians ,  iii.  233  seq.,  xii.  475;  in¬ 
vasion  of  Asia  Minor  and  Upper 
Asia  by,  iii.  245  seq.;  strong  im¬ 
pression  produced  by,  upon  Hero¬ 
dotus’s  imagination,  iv.  268 ;  at- 
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tack  of  Philip  on,  xi.  462,  and 
Alexander,  xii.  206,  214. 

Secession  of  the  mythical  races  of 
Greece,  ii.  19. 

Seisachtheia.  or  debtors’  relief-law  of 
Solon,  iii.  99  seq. 

Selene ,  i.  6,  346  n. 

Seleukus ,  alliance  of,  with  Kassander, 
Lysimachus,  and  Ptolemy  against 
Antigonus,  xii.  367.  372,  383,  387  ; 
Kassander,  Lysimachus,  and  Ptol¬ 
emy,  pacification  of,  with  Antigo¬ 
nus,  xii.  371;  and  the  Pontic  H6- 
rakleia,  xii.  470;  death  of,  xii.  470. 

Selinuntines,  defeat  of,  1  /  the  Eges- 
t«ans  and  Carthaginians,  x.  404. 

Selinus,  iii.  367 ;  and  Egcsta,  vii.  145, 
x.  401 ,  404 ;  application  of,  to  Sy¬ 
racuse,  x.  404  ;  capture  of,  by  Han¬ 
nibal,  x.  405  seq.  ;  abandonment 
of,  by  the  rest  of  Sicily,  x.  408  ; 
Hermokrates  at,  x.  417. 

Selli,  ii  268. 

Selymbria ,  viii.  126,  133,  xi.  455  n.  3. 

SefymbriSy  iv.  27. 

Semele ,  i.  259. 

Semi- historical  interpretation  of  an¬ 
cient  mythes,  i.  433. 

Senate  and  Agora  subordinate  in  le¬ 
gendary,  paramount  in  historical 
G  reece,  ii.  76 ;  Spartan,  ii.  345, 
357  ;  of  Areopagus,  iii.  73  ;  powers 
of,  enlarged  by  Solon,  iii.  122;  of 
Four  Hundred.  Solon’s,  iii.  121  ; 
of  Five  Hundred,  iv.  137  ;  at  Ath¬ 
ens,  expulsion  of,  by  the  Four 
Hundred,  viii.  39. 

Senators ,  addition  to  the  oath  of  Ath¬ 
enian,  viii.  298, 

Sentiment ,  mingled  ethical  and  myth¬ 
ical,  in  “Works  and  Days,”  i.  69 

seq. 

Sepias  Akte ,  Xerxes’s  fleet  at,  v.  83 
seq. 

Servitude ,  temporary,  of  the  gods,  i. 
57,  113  n.  2. 

Sc^cOs,  capture  of,  B.  c.  479,  v.  202 
seq.;  escape  of  the  Athenian  squad¬ 
ron  from,  to  Elaeus,  viii.  105  ;  Der- 
kyllidas  at,  ix.  320 ;  capture  of,  by 
Kotys,  x.  373  ;  surrender  of,  to 
Athens,  b.  c.  358,  x.  379  n. ;  con¬ 
quest  of,  by  Chares,  xi.  257. 

Seuthes,  and  the  Ten  Thousand 
Greeks,  ix.  154,  169  seq. 

Seven  chiefs  against  Thebes,  the,  i.  274. 


Seven  wise  men  of  Greece,  iv.  85, 

Sibyl,  the  Erythraean,  i.  28. 

Sibyline  prophecies,  i.  28,  338. 

Sicilian  Greeks,  prosperity  of,  be¬ 
tween  b.  c.  735  and  485,  iii.  36? 
seq. ;  Greeks,  peculiarity  of  their 
monetary  and  statical  scale,  iii. 
369 ;  comedy,  iii.  373  ;  Greeks,  ear¬ 
ly  governments  of,  v.  206  ;  Greeks, 
and  Phenicians,  v.  207  ;  cities,  b.O. 
431,  vii.  127, 131  ;  and  Italian  Do¬ 
rians,  aid  expected  from,  by  Spar¬ 
ta,  vii.  129;  cities,  general  peace 
between,  b.  c.  424,  vii.  138;  aid  to 
Syracuse,  B.  c.  413,  vii.  295. 

Sicily ,  Phenicians  and  Greeks  in,  iii. 
276;  ante-Hellenic  population 
iii.  350,  361,  372;  and  Italy  early 
languages  and  history  of,  iii.  354 
n. ;  and  Italy,  date  of  earliest  Gre¬ 
cian  colony  in,  iii.  356;  rapid  mul¬ 
tiplication  of  Grecian  colonies  in, 
after  b.  c.  735,  iii.  360 ;  the  voyage 
from  Greece  to,  iii.  361 ;  spot  where 
the  Greeks  first  landed  in,  iii.  361 ; 
Megarian,  iii.  365 ;  subcolonies 
from,  iii.  366 ;  Sikel  or  Sikan  cav¬ 
erns  in,  iii. 368  n.;  mixed  population 
of,  iii.  369  ;  difference  between 
Greeks  in,  and  those  in  Greece 
Proper,  iii.  372  ;  despots  in,  about 

B.  C.  500,  v.  204  ;  Carthaginian  in¬ 
vasion  of,  B  C-  480,  v.  220;  expul¬ 
sion  of  despots  from,  b  c.  465,  v. 
233;  after  the  expulsion  of  the 
despots,  b.  c.  465,  v.  234,  236  seq., 
vii.  118  ;  return  of  Duketius  to,  vii 
122  ;  intellectual  movement  in,  be¬ 
tween  b.  c.  461-416,  vii.  127  ;  rela¬ 
tions  of,  to  Athens  and  Sparta,  al¬ 
tered  by  the  quarrel  between  Cor 
inth  and  Korkyra,  vii.  129;  Dori¬ 
ans  attack  the  Ionians  in,  about  b. 

C.  427,  vii.  131 ;  Ionic  cities  in,  so¬ 
licit  aid  from  Athens,  against  the 
Dorians,  b.  c.  427,  vii.  132  ;  Athe¬ 
nian  expedition  to,  b.  c.  427,  vii 
133  ;  Athenian  expedition  to,  b.  O. 
425,  vii.  133;  Athenian  expedition 
to,  b.  c.  422,  vii.  142;  Athenian 
expedition  to,  b  c.  415,  vii.  148- 
162,  179-191,  217-278;  Athenian 
expedition  to,  b.  c.  413,  vii.  279- 
287,  288-353 ;  effect  of  the  Athe¬ 
nian  disaster  in,  upon  all  Greeks, 
vii.  363  ;  intervention  of  Carthagt 
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in,  B.  C.  410,  x.  401  seq  ,  invasion 
of,  by  Hannibal,  b.  c.  409,  x  405 
8eq  ;  abandonment  of  Selinus  by 
the  Hellenic  cities  of,  B.  C.  409,  x. 
408 ;  Hannibal’s  return  from,  b.  c. 
409,  x.  415;  return  of  Hermokra- 
tes  to,  x  415;  invasion  of,  by  Han¬ 
nibal  and  Imilkon,  x.  422  seq.; 
southern,  depressed  condition  of, 
B  c.  405,  x.  457 ;  expedition  of 
Dionysius  against  the  Carthagin¬ 
ians  in,  x.  483  seq.;  frequency  of 
pestilence  among  the  Carthagin¬ 
ians  in,  xi.  1 ;  Dionysius’s  conquests 
in  the  interior  of,  b  c.  394,  xi.  4; 
condition  of,  b.  c.  353-344,  xi.  130 ; 
voyage  of  Timoleon  to,  xi.  143 
■eq. ;  invasion  of,  by  the  Cartha¬ 
ginians,  b.  c.  340,  xi.  170;  Timo¬ 
leon  in,  xi.  170-195;  expedition 
to,  under  Giskon,  xi.  180;  Aga- 
thokles  in,  xii.  439  seq.;  ceases  to 
be  under  Hellenic  agency  after 
Agathokles,  xii.  451. 

O hdon,  iii.  265 ;  conquest  of,  by  Dari¬ 
us  Nothus,  xi.  438;  surrender  of, 
to  Alexander,  xii.  130. 

Sidus ,  capture  of,  by  the  Lacedaemo¬ 
nians,  ix.  335;  recovery  of,  by 
Iphikrates,  ix.  353. 

Siege  of  Trot/,  i.  284-306. 

Sigeium ,  Mitylenaean  at,  i.  339  ;  and 
Peistratus,  iv.  117. 

Si/cans,  iii.  349,  351  n.  3,  369. 

Sikel  prince,  Duketius,  iii.  374. 

Sikels,  iii.  349  ;  in  Italy,  iii.  351,  375  ; 
migration  of,  from  Italy  to  Sicily, 
iii.  353  n.  2 ;  in  Sicily,  iii.  367.  x. 
494,  xi.  5,  6. 

Sikinnus ,  v.  126,  140,  313  n.  2. 

Sikyon,  origin  of,  i.  120  seq.;  early 
condition  of,  iii.  4  ;  despots  at,  iii. 
32  seq.,  38;  classes  of  people  at, 
<ii.  35  ;  names  of  Dorion  and  non- 
Dorion  tribes  at,  iii.  34,  37  ;  Cor¬ 
inth,  and  Megara,  analogy  of,  iii. 
47  ;  Athenian  attacks  upon,  v.  332 ; 
Spartan  and  Argeian  expedition 
against,  vii.  97 ;  desertion  of,  from 
Sparta  to  Thebes,  x.  257 ;  intes¬ 
tine  dissensions  at,  b.  c.  367-366,  x. 
269  seq. ;  Euphron  at,  x.  269  seq., 
272,  273. 

Silanus  the  prophet,  ix.  40,  133  seq. 

Silphium ,  iv.  33. 

Silver  race ,  the,  i.  65. 


Simon ,  i.  304. 

Simonides  of  Keds ,  epigram  of,  oa 
the  battle  of  Thermopylae,  v.  104; 
mediation  of,  between  Hiero  and 
Thero,  v.  227. 

Simonides  of  Amorgus ,  poetry  of,  i.  463, 
iv.  73.  82. 

Sin6pe  and  the  Amazons,  i.  212  n.  3; 
date  of  the  foundation  of,  iii.  249 
n.  3;  Perikles’s  expedition  to,  vi. 
10;  and  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks, 
ix.  129  seq.,  144;  long  indepen- 
dence  of,  xii.  459 ;  envoys  from 
with  Darius,  xii.  459. 

Siphnus,  iii.  166;  attack  of  SamifiS 
exiles  on,  iv.  244. 

Sirens,  the,  i.  1. 

Siris ,  or  Herakleia,  iii.  384. 

Sisygambis,  xii.  124,  164,  171. 

Sisyphus,  i.  118  seq. 

Situtkes ,  vi.  141,  215  seq. 

Sithonia,  iv.  24,  25. 

Sittake,  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks 
at,  ix.  65. 

Skalds,  Icelandic,  songs  of,  ii.  150  ft. 
2,  ii.  157  n. 

Skedasus .  x.  178. 

Skepsis ,  Derkyllidas  at,  ix.  213. 

Ski/lus,  Xenophon  at,  ix.  176  seq. 

Skione,  revolt  of,  from  Athens  to 
Brasidas,  vi.435  seq. ;  dispute  about, 
after  the  One  year’s  truce  between 
Athens  and  Sparta,  vi  437 ;  block¬ 
ade  of,  by  the  Athenians,  b.  C. 
423,  vi.  442 ;  capture  of,  by  the 
Athenians,  B.  c.  421,  vii.  22. 

Skiritoe,  vii  80,  84,  x.  233. 

Skylax,  iv.  237,  283,  x.  227  n.  6. 

Skylletium,  iii.  384. 

Skyros,  conquest  of,  by  Kimon,  v.  303. 

Skytalisjn  at  Argos,  x.  200  seq. 

Skytlies  of  Zankle,  v.  211  seq. 

Skythini ,  and  the  Ten  Thousand 
Greeks,  ix.  110. 

Slavery  of  debtors  in  Attica  before 
Solon,  iii.  94. 

Slaves  in  legendary  Greece,  ii.  97  seq. 

Smerdis,  iv.  221  seq. 

Sminthian  Apollo ,  i.  50,  337. 

Smyrna,  iii.  182,  189. 

Social  War ,  xi.  220,  231. 

Socratic  philosophers ,  their  unjust  COH 
demnation  of  rhapsodes,  ii.  139. 

Socratici  viri.  viii.  403  n. 

Sogdian  rock,  capture  of,  by  Alexaa 
der,  xii.  214. 
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Bogdicina,  Alexander  in,  xii.  202  seq., 
207. 

Sd/crates ,  his  treatment  of  the  dis¬ 
crepancy  between  scientific  and 
religious  views,  i.  370  ;  treatment 
of,  by  the  Athenians,  i.  374  seq. ; 
alleged  impiety  of,  attacked  by 
Aristophanes,  i.  401  n. ;  and  the 
sophists,  v.404,  vii.  35  n  2  ;  viii.  387 
n.,  400.  441  n. ;  at  the  battle  of  De- 
liuni,  vi  396;  and  Alkibiades,  vii. 
35  seq. ;  and  Kritias,  vii  35  seq. ; 
at  the  Athenian  assembly,  on  the 
generals  at  Arginusae,  vii.  200 ; 
and  the  Thirty,  viii.  244,  257  ;  and 
Parmenides,  viii.  346  n. ;  dislike  of, 
to  teaching  for  pay,  viii.  342 ;  life, 
character,  philosophy,  teaching, 
and  death  of,  viii.  400-496. 

Solemnities  and  games,  i.  106. 

Soli  in  Cyprus,  iii.  148. 

Sollium ,  Athenian  capture  of,  vi.  135. 

Soloeis,  Cape,  iii.  272  n.  2. 

Solon  and  the  Iliad,  ii.  152  n.  2  ;  civil 
condition  of  Attica  before,  iii.  48; 
life,  character,  laws,  and  constitu¬ 
tion  of,  iii  88-159. 

Sophokles,  his  QEdipidus,  i.  270;  his 
treatment  of  mythes,  i.  379  seq., 
385 ;  Perikles,  etc.,  Athenian  ar¬ 
mament  under,  against  Samos,  vi. 
27  seq. ;  number  of  tragedies  by, 
viii.  319  n. ;  JEschylus  and  Eurip¬ 
ides,  viii.  332 ;  and  Herodotus, 
viii.  323  n.  2 

Sopholcles  and  Eurvmedon.  expedi¬ 
tions  of,  to  Sicily  and  Korkyra, 
vi  313  seq.,  357  seq.,  vii.  133,  136, 
139. 

Sdsis ,  xi.  104. 

Sosistratus,  xii.  394,  388,  405. 

Sothiac  period  and  Manetho,  iii.  340 
seq. 

Sparta  and  Mykense,  i.  165  seq  ;  oc¬ 
cupation  of,  by  the  Dorians,  ii. 
311,  326  seq.,  360;  and  the  dis¬ 
union  of  Greek  towns,  ii.  259;  not 
strictly  a  city,  ii.  261  ;  inferior  to 
Argos  and  neighboring  Dorians, 
B.  c.  776,  ii.  307,  312  ;  first  histor¬ 
ical  view  of,  ii.  323  ;  not  the  per¬ 
fect  Dorian  type,  ii  341  ;  pair  of 
kings  at,  ii.  349;  classification  of 
the  population  at,  ii.  348  seq. ;  sys- 
8itia  and  public  training  at,  ii.  380 
seq  ;  partition  of  laoda  at.  ascri¬ 


bed  to  Lykurgus,  ii.  i  0,2-415 ;  pro 
gressive  increase  of,  ii.  417;  and 
Lepreum,  ii.  440 ;  Argos,  and  Ar¬ 
cadia,  retations  of,  ii.  443  n.  2  ;  and 
Mantinea,  ii.  444 ;  and  Arcadia,  ii. 
445  seq  ;  and  Tegea,  ii.  446  seq. ; 
bones  of  Orestes  taken  to,  ii.  447 ; 
acquisitions  of,  towards  Argos,  ii. 
450  seq. ;  extensive  possesions  and 
power  of  by,  b.  c.  540,  ii.  453  seq. ; 
military  institutions  of,  ii.  456  seq. ; 
recognized  superiority  of,  ii.  461, 
iv  242,  318;  peculiar  government 
of,  iii.  6  ;  alleged  intervention  of, 
with  the  Nemean  and  Isthmian 
games,  iv.  66  n. ;  exclusive  charac 
ter  of  her  festivals,  iv.  69;  musical 
and  poetical  tendencies  at,  iv.  83 
seq.,  86  n.  1 ,  choric  training  at,  iv. 
84  seq. ;  first  appearance  of,  as 
head  of  Peloponnesian  allies,  iv. 
169,  174  seq. ;  preparations  at,  for 
attacking  Athens,  after  the  failure 
of  Kleomenes,  iv.  173  seq.;  and 
Croesus,  iv  190  ;  and  Asiatic 
Greeks,  iv.  199,  iv.  207,  208;  and 
Samian  exiles,  iv.  242  ;  and  Arista- 
goras,  iv.  287  seq. ;  treatment  of 
Darius’s  herald  at,  iv.  317  ;  appeal 
of  Athenians  to,  against  the  Me- 
dism  of  iEgina,  iv.  318;  war  of, 
against  Argos,  b.  c.  496-5,  iv.  320 
seq  ;  no  heralds  sent  from  Xerxes 
to,  v.  57;  Pan-Hellenic  congress 
convened  by,  at  the  Isthmus  of 
Corinth,  v.  57  seq. :  leaves  Athens 
undefended  against  Mardonius,  v. 
153  seq.;  headship  of  the  allied 
Greeks  transferred  from,  to  Athens, 
v.  261  seq.;  and  Athens,  first 
open  separation  between,  v.  263, 
265  seq.,  290 ;  secret  promise  of, 
to  the  Thasians,  to  invade  Attica, 
v.  312  ;  restores  the  supremacy  of 
Thebes  in  Boeotia,  v.  313,  331; 
and  the  rest  of  Peloponnesus,  be¬ 
tween  b  c.  477-457,  v.  314  ;  earth¬ 
quake  and  revolt  of  Helots  at,  b 
C.  464,  v  315  seq. ;  Athenian  aux 
iliaries  to,  against  the  Helots,  v 
316  seq. ;  Athenians  renounce  the 
alliance  of,  b.  c.  464,  v  319;  and 
Athens,  five  years’  truce  between, 
v.  334  ;  and  Delphi,  B.  C.  452-447, 
v.  346  ;  and  Athens,  thirty  years’ 
tr^ee  between,  v.  850;  applicatioa 
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©i  Samians  to,  vi.  29;  imperial, 
compared  with  imperial  Athens, 

vi.  39,  ix.  187  seq. ;  and  her  subject- 
allies,  vi  41  ;  and  Athens,  confed¬ 
eracies  of,  vi.  46;  promise  of,  to 
the  Potidaeans,  to  invade  Attica, 

vi.  69  ;  application  of  the  Lesbians 
to,  vi.  76;  assembly  at,  before  the 
Peloponnesian  war,  vi.  78  seq.; 
relations  of,  with  her  allies,  vi.  79  ; 
congress  of  allies  at,  b.  c.  432,  vi. 
92  seq. ;  requisitions  addressed  to 
Athens  by,  b.  c.  431,  vi.  97  seq., 
103  seq. ;  efforts  of,  to  raise  a  naval 
force  on  commencing  the  Pelopon¬ 
nesian  war,  vi.  125;  and  the  Mity- 
leneeans,  vi.  226  seq. :  despatches 
from  Artaxerxes  to,  vi.  360  seq. ; 
and  Athens  one  year’s  truce  be¬ 
tween,  b.  c.  423,  vi.  437  seq.,  453, 
457  seq. ;  and  the  Peace  of  Nikias, 
vii  2,  9 ;  and  Argos,  uncertain  re¬ 
lations  between,  b.  c.  421,  vii.  3; 
and  Athens,  alliance  between,  b.  C. 
421,  vii.  5 ;  revolt  of  Elis  from,  vii. 
17  seq. ;  congress  at,  b.  c.  421,  vii. 
24 ;  and  Boeotia,  alliance  between, 
B.  c.  420,  vii.  26 ;  and  Argos,  fifty 
years’  peace  between,  vii.  28  seq. ; 
embassy  of  Nikias  to,  vii.  44 ;  and 
Athens,  relations  between,  b.  C. 
419,  vii.  70;  and  the  battle  of 
Mantinea,  B.  c.  418,  vii.  86;  and 
Argos,  peace  and  alliance  between, 
B.  c.  418,  vii.  92  seq.;  submission 
of  Mantinea  to,  vii.  95 ;  and  Athens, 
relations  between,  b.  c.  416,  vii. 
103;  and  Sicily,  relations  of,  al¬ 
tered  by  the  quarrel  between 
Corinth  and  Korkyra,  vii.  129; 
aid  expected  from  the  Sicilian  Do¬ 
rians  by,  b.  c.  431,  vii.  130;  em¬ 
bassy  from  Syracuse  and  Corinth 
to,  B.  c.  415,  vii.  235  seq.;  Alkibi- 
ad6s  at,  vii.  236  seq.,  viii.  2;  and 
Athens,  violation  of  the  peace  be¬ 
tween,  b.  C.  414,  vii.  285;  resolu¬ 
tion  of,  to  fortify  Dekeleia  and 
send  a  force  to  Syracuse,  b.  c.  414, 

vii.  286 ;  application  from  Chios 
to,  vii.  365;  embassy  from  Tissa- 
phernes  and  Pharnabazus  to,  vii. 
866 :  embassy  from  the  Four  Hun¬ 
dred  to,  viii.  63,  84  ;  proposals  of 
peace  from,  to  Athens,  b.  c.  410, 

viii.  122  seq. ;  alleged  nroposate  ' 


of  peace  from,  to  Athens,  aft® 
the  battle  of  Argenusae,  viii.  210$ 
first  proposals  of  Athens  to,  after 
the  battle  of  iEgospotami,  viii.  226; 
embassies  of  Theramen^s  to,  viii 
227,  228 ;  assembly  of  the  Pelopon¬ 
nesian  confederacy  at,  B  C.  404, 
viii.  228;  terms  of  peace  granted 
to  Athens  by,  B.  C.  404,  viii  229; 
triumphant  return  of  Lysander  to, 
viii.  238  ;  and  her  allies,  after  tha 
capture  of  Athens  by  Lysander, 
viii.  259 ;  oppressive  dominion  of 
after  the  capture  of  Athens  by  Ly¬ 
sander,  viii.  260 ;  opposition  to  Ly¬ 
sander  at,  viii.  262 ;  pacification 
by,  between  the  Ten  at  Athens 
and  the  exiles  at  Peiraeus,  via, 
278;  empire  of,  contrasted  with 
her  promises  of  liberty,  ix.  191  seq.; 
change  in  the  language  and  plan£ 
of,  towards  the  close  of  the  Pelo¬ 
ponnesian  war,  ix.  194;  and  the 
Thirty  at  Athens,  ix.  137 ;  oppor¬ 
tunity  lost  by,  for  organizing  a 
stable  confederacy  throughout 
Greece,  ix.  199  seq. ;  alienation  of 
the  allies  of,  after  the  battle  of 
JEgospotami,  ix.  223  seq.;  and 
Elis,  war  between,  ix.  225  seq.; 
refuses  to  restore  the  Olympic 
presidency  to  the  Pisatans,  ix 
229;  expels  the  Messenians  from 
Peloponnesus,  ix.  229 ;  introduc¬ 
tion  of  gold  and  silver  to,  by  Ly 
sander,  ix.  230  seq. ;  in  b.  C.  432 
and  after  b.  c.  404,  contrast  be¬ 
tween,  ix.  232  ;  position  of  kings 
at,  ix.  238  seq. ;  conspiracy  of  Ki- 
nadon  at,  ix.  247  seq. ;  Persian 
preparations  for  maritime  war  st“ 
gainst,  B.  C.  397,  ix.  255,  270 ;  re¬ 
volt  of  Rhodes  from,  ix.  271 ;  re¬ 
lations  of,  with  her  neighbors  and 
allies,  after  the  accession  of  Agosi- 
laus,  ix.  284 ;  and  Herakleia  Tra* 
chynia,  ix.  285,  302 ;  and  Timo- 
krates,  ix.  286  seq.;  and  Thebes, 
war  between,  B.  C.  3S5,  ix.  289  seq. ; 
alliance  of  Thebes,  AthenSj 
Corinth,  and  Argos  against,  is. 
301 ;  proceedings  of,  against 
Thebes,  Athens,  Corinth,  and 
Argos,  ix.  303,  305  seq. ;  conse¬ 
quences  of  the  battles  of  Corinth. 
Knidus,  sad  Koroneia  to,  ix.  JP* 
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iseq. ;  hostility  of,  to  partial  land 
confederacies  in  Greece,  ix.  361  ; 
congress  at,  on  the  peace  of  An- 
talkidas,  ix.  386  ;  and  the  peace  of 
Antalkidas,  x.  2  seq.,  9  seq.,  28  : 
applications  of,  for  Persian  aid,  x. 
5  seq, ;  and  Persia  after  the  battle 
of  iEgospotami,  x.  8 ;  and  Grecian 
autonomy,  x.  11  seq.,  28;  miso- 
Theban  proceedings  of,  after  the 
peace  of  Antalkidas,  x.  28  seq. ; 
restores  Plataea,  x.  30  seq. ;  op¬ 
pressive  conduct  of,  towards  Man- 
tinea,  b.  c.  386,  x.  35  seq. ;  mischie-. 
vous  influence  of,  after  the  peace 
of  Antalkidas,  x.  40  seq. ;  naval 
competition  of  Athens  with,  after 
the  peace  of  Antalkidas,  x  42  seq. ; 
and  the  Olynthian  confederacy,  x. 
52  seq.,  57,  65  seq. ;  and  the  sur¬ 
prise  of  Thebes  by  Phoebidas,  x. 
61  seq.;  and  Phlius,  x.  70;  ascen¬ 
dency  and  unpopularity  of,  B.  c. 
379,  x.  72  seq. ;  Xenophon  on  the 
conduct  of,  between  b.  c.  387-379, 

x.  77  ;  effect  of  the  revolution  at 
Thebes,  b.  c.  379,  on,  x.  93;  trial 
of  Sphodrias  at,  x.  100  seq. ;  war 
declared  by  Athens  against,  b.  c. 
378,  x.  102 ;  separate  peace  of 
Athens  with,  b.  c.  374,  x.  137,  141 ; 
and  Polydamas,  x.  137  seq.;  de¬ 
cline  of  the  power  of,  between  b. 
C.  382-374,  x.  140;  discourage¬ 
ment  of,  by  her  defeat  at  Korkyra 
and  by  earthquakes,  b.  c.  372,  x. 
157  ;  disposition  of  Athens  to 
peace  with,  b  c.  372,  x.  158,  165; 
general  peace  settled  at,  b.  c.  371, 
x.  165  seq.,  174,  198  ;  effect  of  the 
news  of  the  defeat  at  Leuktra  on, 
x.  186  ;  and  Athens,  difference  be¬ 
tween  in  passive  endurance  and 
active  energy,  x.  188;  reinforce¬ 
ments  from,  after  the  battle  of 
Leuktra,  x.  188;  treatment  of  de¬ 
feated  citizens  on  their  return  from 
Leuktra,  x.  192  seq.;  and  Thebes, 
alleged  arbitration  of  the  Achaeans 
between,  after  the  battle  of  Leuk¬ 
tra,  x.  199  n. ;  position  of,  after 
the  battle  of  Leuktra,  x.  201  ;  and 
the  Amphiktyonic  assembly,  x.  202 
seq.,  xi.  242  ;  feeling  against  Agesi- 
laus  at,  b.  c.  371,  x.  207  ;  hostile 
approaches  of  Epaminondas  to,  x. 


218  seq.,  330  seq.;  abstraction  of 
Western  Laconia  from,  x.  226 
seq. ;  application  of,  to  Athens  for 
aid  against  Thebes,  b.  c..  369,  x. 
234  seq. ;  and  Athens,  alliance  be¬ 
tween,  b.  c.  369,  x.  253  ;  reinforce¬ 
ment  from  Syracuse  in  aid  of,  x. 
258 ;  peace  of  her  allies  with 
Thebes,  x.  290  seq. ;  alliance  of 
Elis  and  Achaia  with,  b.  c.  365, 

x.  313;  and  Dionysius,  x.  457, 
505,  xi.  22 ;  degradation  of,  b.  c. 
360-359,  xi.  197  seq. ;  countenance 
of  the  Phokians  by,  b.  c.  353,  xi. 
262 ;  plans  of,  against  Megalopolis 
and  Messene,  b.  c.  353,  ix.  263, 
290 ;  decline  in  military  readiness 
among  the  Peloponnesian  allies 
of,  after  the  Peloponnesian  war, 

xi.  280;  ineffectual  campaign  of, 
against  Megalopolis,  xi.  299  seq. ; 
envoys  from,  to  Philip,  xi.  405, 
409;  envoys  from,  with  Darius, 

xii.  189;  anti-Macedonian  policy 
of,  after  Alexander’s  death,  xii. 
281  seq. 

Spartan  kings,  ii.  11,  76,  353  seq. ; 
senate,  assembly,  and  ephors,  ii. 
349  seq.;  popular  assembly,  ii. 
357  ;  constitution,  ii.  359  seq. ; 
government,  secrecy  of,  ii.  378; 
discipline,  ii.  381  seq.;  women,  ii. 
383  seq. ;  law  and  practice  of  suc¬ 
cession,  erroneous  suppositions 
about,  ii.  409  seq. ;  arbitration  of 
the  dispute  between  Athens  and 
Megara  about  Salamis,  iii.  *  92  ; 
expeditions  against  Hippias,  iv. 
122 ;  empire,  commencement  of, 
ix.  181,  184,  seq.,  188  seq.  ;  empire, 
Theopompus  on,  ix.  195  n. ;  allies 
at  the  battle  of  Leuktra,  x.  182. 

Spartans,  and  Pheidon,  ii.  318  ;  and 
Messenians,  early  proceedings  of, 
ii.  329 ;  local  distinctions  among, 
ii.  361  ;  the  class  of,  ii.  361  seq. ; 
and  Helots,  ii.  373  seq. ;  marriage 
among,  ii.  385  ;  their  ignorance  of 
letters,  ii.  390  n.  3 ;  musical  sus¬ 
ceptibilities  of,  ii.  433 ;  and  the 
second  Messenian  war,-  ii.  434,  437; 
careful  training  of,  when  other 
states  had  none,  ii.  455;  and  the 
battle  of  Marathon,  iv.  342.  358; 
unwillingness  of,  to  postpone  or 
neglect  festivals,  v.  77  ;  at  Platsea 
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157,166  seq. ;  and  the  conti¬ 
nental  Ionians  after  the  battle  of 
My  kale,  v.  193 ;  and  the  fortifica¬ 
tion  of  Athens,  v.  243  seq. ;  favor¬ 
able  answer  of  the  oracle  at  Delphi 
to.  on  war  with  Athens,  b.  o.  432,  vi. 
91 ;  final  answer  of  the  Athenians 
to,  before  the  Peloponnesian  war, 

vi.  106;  their  desire  for  peace,  to 
regain  the  captives  from  Sphak- 
teria,  vi.  428  seq.;  and  Thebans, 
at  the  battle  of  Koroneia,  ix.  317  ; 
project  of,  for  the  rescue  of  the 
Asiatic  Greeks,  x.  44;  miso-Theban 
impulse  of,  b.  c.  371,  x.  175  ;  con¬ 
fidence  and  defeat  of,  at  Leuktra, 
x.  179  seq.,  retirement  of,  from 
Boeotia  after  the  battle  of  Leuktra, 
x.  190;  refusal  of,  to  acknowledge 
the  independence  of  Mess3n§,  x. 
290,  350  ;  and  Dion,  xi.  61 

Sjxirti,  i.  259,  261. 

Spartokidce ,  xii.  479  seq. 

Speaking ,  public,  its  early  origin  and 
intellectual  effects,  ii.  77  seq. 

Sperthies  and  Bulis,  vi.  182  n. 

Speusippus ,  indictment  of,  by  Leogo- 
ras,  vii.  206  n.  3. 

Sphakteria ,  locality  of,  vi.  314;  oc¬ 
cupation  of,  by  the  Lacedaemo¬ 
nians,  vi.  320,  346;  blockade  of 
Lacedaemonians  in,  vi.  324,  332 
seq. ;  Lacedaemonian  embassy  to 
Athens  for  the  release  of  the  pri¬ 
soners  in,  vi.  324  seq. ;  Demos¬ 
thenes’s  application  for  reinforce¬ 
ments  to  attack,  vi.  334  seq. ;  con¬ 
dition  of,  on  the  attack  by  Demos¬ 
thenes  and  Kleon,  vi.  340 ;  vic¬ 
tory  of  Demosthenes  and  Kleon 
over  Lacedaemonians  in,  vi.  341 
seq.;  surrender  of  Lacedaemonians 
in,  vi.  345  seq. ;  arrival  of  pri¬ 
soners  from,  at  Athens,  vi.  351 ; 
restoration  of  prisoners  taken  at, 

vii.  6  seq.  ;  disfranchisement  of 
restored  prisoners  from,  vii.  22. 

Sphendaleis ,  Attic  deme  of,  v.  1 58  n.  2. 

Sphinx ,  the,  i.  7,  266. 

Spodrias ,  attempt  of,  to  surprise 
Peiraeus,  x.  98  seq. 

Spitamenes,  xii.  207,  213,  214. 

Spit  hridates,  and  the  Lacedaemonians, 
ix  260,  274  seq. 

Stables ,  the  Augean,  i.  139. 

Stageira,  iv.  25. 


Standard  of  historical  evidence  raised 
with  regard  to  England,  but  not 
with  regard  to  Greece,  i.  484. 

Stasippus,  x.  209. 

Statira ,  xii.  124,  154,  241. 

Statues ,  Greek,  identified  with  the 
beings  they  represented,  i.  460. 

Stenyfdirus ,  Dorians  of,  ii.  328. 

Steropes,  i.  5. 

Stesichorus ,  the  lyric  poet ,  and  Helen 

i.  307  seq. ;  dialect  of,  iv.  78  seq. 

Stesikles ,  x.  144,  147  n. 

Sthenelaidas ,  the  ephor,  vi.  90  seq. 

Story  of  striking  off  the  overtopping 

ears  of  corn,  iii.  24  n- 

Strabo  on  the  Amazons,  i.  214;  his 
version  of  the  Argonautic  expe¬ 
dition,  i.  255 ;  on  Old  and  New 
Ilium,  i.  329  seq. ;  his  transforma 
tion  of  mythes  to  history,  i.  413. 

Strangers,  supplication  of,  ii.  79  », 
reception  of,  in  legendary  Greece, 

ii.  85. 

Strategi ,  Kleisthenean,  iv.  136;  en¬ 
larged  functions  of  Athenian,  af¬ 
ter  the  Persian  war,  v.  276. 

Stratolas ,  x.  320. 

Stratus ,  attack  of  Peloponnesians 
Amhrakiots  and  Epirots  upon,  b.  G. 
429,  vi.  194. 

Strelitzes ,  suppression  of  the  revoii 
of,  by  Peter  the  Great,  iv.  232  n.  3. 

Strombichides ,  pursuit  of  Chalkideus 
and  Alkibiades  by,  vii.  371  ;  expe¬ 
dition  of,  to  Chios,  vii  374,  390, 
392  ;  removal  of,  from  Chios  to  the 
Hellespont,  viii.  94 ;  arrival  of,  at 
Samos,  from  the  Hellespont,  viii. 
95 ;  and  other  Athenian  democrats, 
imprisonment  of,  viii.  236 ;  trial 
and  execution  of,  viii.  240  seq. 

Strophe,  introduction  of,  iv  89. 

Struthas ,  victory  of,  over  Thimbron 
ix.  362. 

Strymdn ,  Greek  settlements  east  of, 
in  Thrace,  iv.  25  ;  Xerxes’s  bridges 
across  the,  v.  25. 

Styx,  i.  7,  8. 

Styx,  rocks  near,  ii.  301  n. 

Subterranean ,  course  of  rivers  in 
Greece,  ii.  219. 

Succession ,  Solon’s  laws  of,  iii.  139. 

Sidi,  iii.  418. 

Suppliants,  reception  of,  in  legendary 
Greece,  ii.  85. 

Supplication  of  stangers,  ii.  79  n. 
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&ua,  sum  found  in  by  Alexander  the 
Great,  iv.  236  n.  ;Pharnabazus  con¬ 
veys  Greek  escorts  towards,  viii. 
135;  Alexander  at,  xii.  168,238; 
Alexander’s  march  from,  to  Per- 
sepolis,  xii.  246  seq. 

Susia ,  xii.  189. 

Susian  Gates ,  Alexander  at,  xii.  171. 

Syagrus,  reply  of,  to  Gelon,  i  167. 

Sybaris ,  foundation,  territory  and  co¬ 
lonies  of,  iii.  376  seq.;  fall  of,  iii. 
392,399,  iv.  413  seq.;  maximum 
power  of,  iii.  394  seq. ;  and  Kroton, 
war  between,  iv.  412. 

Sybarites ,  character  of,  iii.  394  seq.; 
defeat  of,  by  the  Krotoniates,  iv. 
413 ;  descendants  of,  at  Thurii,  vi.13. 

“  Sybaritic  tales''  iii.  394. 

Syennesis  of  Kilikia ,  and  Cyrus  the 
Younger,  ix.  18. 

Syloson ,  iv.  248  seq. 

Symmories  at  Athens,  x.  117  seq.; 
speech  of  Demosthenes  on  the,  xi. 
285  seq. 

Symplegades ,  the,  i.  235. 

Syntagma ,  Macedonian,  xii.  60. 

Syracusan  assembly,  on  the  approach¬ 
ing  Athenian  expedition,  b.  c.  415, 
vii.  183  seq.  ;  ships,  improvements 
in,  to  suit  the  narrow  harbor,  vii. 
297  ;  squadron  under  Hermokrates 
against  Athens  in  the  JEgean,  x. 
385  seq.;  generals  at  Agrigentum, 
complaints  against,  x.  427,  431  ; 
generals  at  Agrigentum,  speech  of 
Dionysius  against,  433  seq. ;  horse¬ 
men,  mutiny  of,  against  Dionysius, 
x.  451  seq.;  soldiers  mutiny  of, 
against  Dionysius,  x  462  seq. 

Syracusans ,  confidence  and  proceed¬ 
ings  of,  after  the  capture  of  Plem- 
myrium,  b.  c.  413,  vii.  293  seq. ; 
and  Athenians,  conflicts  between, 
in  the  Great  Harbor,  vii.  294,  299 
seq.,  316  seq  ,  324  soq. ,  defeat  of  the 
Athenian  night  attack  upon  Epi- 
polse  by,  vii.  305 seq.,  their  blockade 
of  the  Athenians  in  the  harbor,  vii. 
318,  captured  by  Thrasyllus,  viii. 
129,  delay  of,  in  aiding  Selinus, 

B.  c.  409,  x  404,408,  improvement 
in  Dionycius’s  behavior  towards,  b. 

C.  399,  x.  473 ;  victory  of,  over  the 
Carthaginians  in  the  Great  Harbor, 
x.  501  ,  negotiations  of  Dionysius 
the  Younger  with  Dion  and  the, 


xi.  96,  defeat  of  Dionysius  the 
Younger,  bv  Dion  and  the,  xi.  97 
seq. ;  application  from,  to  Dion  at 
Leontini,  xi.  108;  gratitude  of,  to 
Dion,  xi.  112;  opposition  of,  to 
Dion  as  dictator,  xi.  121  seq. ;  ap¬ 
plication  of,  to  Hiketas  and  Co¬ 
rinth,  b.  c.  344,  x.  134  seq.;  and 
Timoleon,  application  of,  to  Co¬ 
rinth,  xi.  167. 

Syracuse ,  foundation  of,  iii.  363 ;  pe- 
talism  or  ostracism  at,  iv.  162;  in¬ 
ferior  to  Agrigentum  and  Gela,  be¬ 
fore  B.  C.  500,  v.  204 ;  in  b.  O. 
500,  v.  205  ;  increased  population 
and  power  of,  under  Gelo,  v.  214 
seq. ;  prisoners  awarded  to,  after 
the  battle  of  Himera,  v.  225 ;  topo 
graphy  of,  B.  c.  465,  v.  235  n. ;  fall 
of  the  Gelonian  dynasty  at,  v.  235 
seq. ;  Gelonian  citizens  of,  v.  237 
seq. ;  reaction  against  despotism 
at,  after  the  fall  of  the  Gelonian 
dynasty,  v.  240  ;  political  dissen¬ 
sions  and  failure  of  ostracism  at, 
vii.  122;  foreign  exploits  of,  B.  C. 
452  vii.  123;  Duketius  at,  vii.  124; 
and  Agrigentum,  hostilities  be¬ 
tween,  b  C.  446,  vii.  125;  con¬ 
quests  and  ambitious  schemes  of, 
b.  c.  440,  vii.  126  ;  incredulity  and 
contempt  at,  as  to  the  Athenian 
armament  for  Sicily,  b.  c.  415,  vii. 
182  ;  quiescence  of  the  democracy 
at,  vii.  183  n. ;  preparations  at,  on 
the  approach  of  the  Athenian  ar¬ 
mament  at,  b.  c.  415,  vii.  190; 
empty  display  of  the  Athenian 
armament  at,  b.  c.  415,  vii.  194; 
increased  confidence  at,  through 
Nikias’s  inaction,  b.  c.  415,  vii.  218  v 
landing  of  Nikias  and  his  forces 
in  the  Great  Harbor  of,  b.  c.  415, 
vii.  219;  defensive  measures  of, 
after  the  battle  near  the  Olym- 
pieion,  vii.  228 ;  embassy  from,  to 
Corinth  and  Sparta,  B.  c.  415,  vii. 
235  local  condition  and  fortifica¬ 
tions  of,  in  the  spring  of  b.  c.  414, 
vii.  244 ;  localities  outside  the 
walls  of,  vii.  245;  possibilities  of 
the  siege  of,  b.  c.  415  and  414,  vii. 
245,  siege  of,  b.  o.  414,  vii.  248 
seq. ;  battle  near,  b.  c.  414,  vii. 
255  seq. ;  entrance  of  the  Athe¬ 
nian  fleet  into  the  Great  Harbor 
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•t,  B.  C.  414,  vii.  256  ;  approach  of 
Gylippus  to,  vii.  262  seq. ;  arrival 
of  Gylippus  and  Gongylus  at,  vii. 
265,  expedition  to,  under  Demos¬ 
thenes  b.  c.  413,  vii.  289  ;  Athe¬ 
nian  victory  in  the  harbor  of,  b.  c. 
413,  vii.  291 ;  defeat  of  a  Sicilian 
reinforcement  to,  b.  c.  413,  vii. 
295;  disadvantages  of  the  Athe¬ 
nian  fleet  in  the  harbor  of,  vii.  296 ; 
arrival  of  Demosthenes  at,  vii.  301, 
303 ;  philo- Athenians  at,  during 
the  siege,  vii.  311  n. ;  increase  of 
force  and  confidence  in,  after  the 
night  attack  upon  Epipolse,  vii.314 ; 
postponement  of  the  Athenians’ 
retreat  from,  by  an  eclipse  of  the 
moon,  vii.  315;  number  and  va¬ 
riety  of  forces  engaged  at,  vii.  318  ; 
postponement  of  the  Athenians’ 
retreat  from  by  Hermokrates,  vii. 
330 ;  retreat  of  the  Athenians 
from,  vii.  331  seq.;  number  and 
treatment  of  Athenian  prisoners 
at,  vii.  344  seq. ;  topography  of, 
and  the  operations  during  the 
Athenian  siege,  vii.  401  seq. ;  rally 
of  Athens  during  the  year  after 
the  disaster  at,  viii.  1 ;  reinforce¬ 
ment  from,  in  aid  of  Sparta,  b.  c. 
368,  x.  258 ;  after  the  destruction 
of  the  Athenian  armament,  x.  383, 
889  seq. ;  and  the  quarrel  between 
Selinus  and  Egesta,  b.  o.  410,  x. 
403  seq. ;  embassy  from,  to  Han¬ 
nibal.  at  Selinus,  x.  409  ;  aid  from, 
to  Himera,  against  Hannibal,  x. 
410,  411 ;  attempts  of  Hermokrates 
to-enter,  x. 416  seq.;  first  appear¬ 
ance  of  Dionysius  at,  x .  420;  discord 
at,  B.  C.  407,  x.  421  ;  reinforcement 
from,  to  Agrigentum,  x.  426 ;  move¬ 
ment  of  the  Hermokratean  party 
at,  to  raise  Dionysius  to  power,  x. 
432 ;  Dionysius  one  of  the  generals 
at,  434  seq. ;  return  of  the  Her¬ 
mokratean  exiles  to,  x.  436 ;  return 
of  Dionysius  from  Gela,  to,  b.  c. 
405,  x.  429 ;  establishment  of 
Dionysius  as  despot  at,  x.  444  seq., 
454  ;  "re-distribution  of  proprety  at, 
by  Dionysius,  x.  459  seq. ;  locality 
of,  x.  475  ;  additional  fortifications 
at,  by  Dionysius,  x.  471  seq.; 
plunder  of  Carthaginians  at,  by 
permission  of  Dionysius,  x  4£2 ; 

49 


provisions  of  Dionysius  for  tbt 
defence  of,  against  thi  Carthagi 
nians,  b.  c.  396,  x.  494  ;  retreat  of 
Dionysius  from,  to  Katana,  a.  c. 
395,  x.  497 ;  siege  of,  by  Imilkon, 

x.  498  seq. ;  Carthaginians  before, 

x.  498  seq.,  506  seq. ;  exultation 
at,  over  the  burning  of  the  Car¬ 
thaginian  fleet  at  Daskon,  x.  509 ; 
new  constructions  and  improve 
ments  by  Dionysius  at,  xi.  39, 
feeLing  at,  towards  Dionysius  the 
Younger  and  Dion,  b.  c.  357,  xi. 
86 ;  Dion’s  march  from  Herakleia 
to,  xi.  90;  Timokrates,  governor 
of,  xi.  92  seq. ;  Dion’s  entries  into, 
B.  c.  357  and  b.  c.  356,  xi.  92  seq., 
110  flight  of  Dionysius  the  Youn¬ 
ger  from,  to  Lokri,  xi.  104;  rescue 
of,  by  Dion,xi.  108  seq. ;  condition 
of  b.  c.  353-344,  xi.  129  seq. ;  return 
of  Dionysius  the  Younger  to,  xi. 
132 ;  first  arrival  of  Timoleon  at, 

xi.  149 ;  return  of  Timoleon  from 
Adranum  to,  xi.  158 ;  flight 
of  Magon  from,  xi.  159  seq.;  Ti 
moleon’s  temptations  and  conduct 
on  becoming  master  of,  xi.  163 
seq. ;  Timoleon’s  recall  of  exiles 
to,  xi.  166;  desolate  condition  of, 
on  coming  into  the  hands  of  Timo 
leon,  xi.  166,  167;  efforts  of  Co 
rinth  to  re-constitute,  xi.  167,  168; 
influx  of  colonists  to,  on  the  invi¬ 
tation  of  Corinth  and  Timoleon, 

xi.  169;  Timoleon  marches  from, 
against  the  Carthaginians,  xi.  172 
seq. ;  Timeleon  lays  down  his 
power  at,  xi.  185;  great  influence 
of  Timoleon  at,  after  his  resigna¬ 
tion,  xi.  186,  193;  residence  of 
Timoleon  at,  xi.  190;  Timoleon 
in  the  public  assembly  of,  xi.  190 
seq. ;  the  constitution  established 
by  Timoleon  at,  exchanged  for  a 
democracy,  xii.  393 ;  expedition 
from,  to  Kroton.  about  B.  c.  320. 

xii.  397 ;  revolutions  at,  about  b.  c. 
320,  xii.  399,  400 ;  massacre  at,  by 
Agathokles  in  collusion  with  Ha- 
milkar,  xii.  401  seq. ;  Agathokles 
constituted  despot  of,  xii.  402  ;  Ha- 
milkar’s  unsuccessful  attempt  to 
take  xii.  422  seq. ;  barbarities  of 
Agathokles  at,  after  his  African 
expedition,  xii.  446. 
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Syrtuns ,  not  distinguished  from  As¬ 
syrians  in  Greek  authors,  iii.  290  n 
SyrphaXy  xii.  90. 

Syssitia,  or  public  mess  at  Sparta,  ii. 
381. 


T. 

T'achos,  x.  361  seq. 

Tagus,  Thessalian,  ii.  281. 

Talds ,  i.  240. 

Tamos ,  x.  13. 

Tarnynce,  Phokion’s  victory  at,  xi. 

341  ;  Demosthenes  reproached  for 
his  absence  from  the  battle  of,  xi. 
344. 

Tanagra,  battle  of,  v.  328  ;  reconcili¬ 
ation  of  leaders  and  parties  at 
Athens,  after  the  battle  of,  v.  329. 

Tantalus ,  i.  157. 

Taochi,  and  the  Ten  Thousand 
Greeks,  ix  109  seq. 

Taphians  in  Homer’s  time,  ii.  102. 

Taranto ,  fishery  at,  iii.  389  n.  2. 

Tarentines  and  Rhegians,  expedition 
of,  against  the  Iapygians,  v.  238; 
and  Mesapians,  xii.  394. 

Tarentum ,  foundation  of  cities  in  the 
Gulf  of,  i.  230  ;  Greek  settlements 
on  the  Gulf  of.  iii.  384  ;  foundation 
and  position  of,  iii.  387  seq. 

Tarsus,  origin  of,  i.  85  n.,  iii.  277  ; 
Cyrus  the  Younger  at,  ix.  20  seq.; 
Alexander  at,  xii.  112. 

Tartarus ,  i.  4,  8,  9. 

Tartessus,  iii.  274  ;  not  visited  by 
Greeks  before  B.  c.  630,  iii.  277  ; 
Kolteus’s  voyage  to,  iii  278. 

Tauri  in  the  Crimea,  iii.  245. 

Tauromenium,  iii.  362  ;  commence¬ 
ment  of,  x.  493  ;  repulse  of  Dio¬ 
nysius  at,  xi.  5 ;  capture  of,  by 
Dionysius,  xi.  8 ;  Timoleon  at,  xi. 
146.  * 

Taurus,  xii.  182  n.  2. 

Taurus,  Mount,  Alexander  at,  xii. 

111. 

Taxiarch,  ii.  460. 

Taxila,  Alexander  at,  xii.  227. 

Tearless  Battle ,  the,  x.  265  seq. 

Tegea  and  Mantinea,  ii  443  seq.,  vi. 
452,  vii.  13  ;  and  Sparta,  ii.  447 
seq  ;  bones  of  Orestes  taken  from, 
ii.  448  ;  refusal  of,  to  join  Argos, 
B.  C.  421,  vii.  19  ;  plans  of  the  Ar- 


geian  allies  against,  b.  c.  418,  vii 
76 ;  march  of  Agis  to  the  relief  of, 

B.  c.  418,  vii.  77  ;  revolution  at,  B, 

C.  370,  x.  209  ;  seizure  of  Arcadi¬ 
ans  at,  by  the  Theban  barmost,  x. 
324  seq.;  Epaminondas  at,  B.  C. 
362,  x.  329,  330,  333,  335  seq  } 
march  of  Epaminondas  from,  B.  C. 
362,  x.  338  seq. 

Tegyra,  victory  of  Pelopidas  at,  X.134. 

Teian  inscriptions,  iii.  186  n. 

Telamon,  i.  189  seq. 

Telegonus ,  i.  315. 

Tilekus ,  conquests  of,  ii.  421 ;  death 
of,  ii.  425. 

Teleontes ,  iii.  51. 

Telephus,  i.  177,  292. 

Teleutius  and  Agesilaus,  capture  of 
the  Long  Walls  at  Corinth,  and 
of  Lechseum  by,  ix.  339  seq.;  ex¬ 
pedition  of,  to  Rhodes,  ix.  364, 
368;  at  TEgina,  ix.  373,376;  at¬ 
tack  of,  on  the  Peiraeus,  ix.  377 
seq  ;  at  Olynthus,  x.  65  seq. 

Telines,  iv.  106  n.,  v.  208  seq. 

Telys,  of  Sybaris ,  iv.  412  seq. 

Temenion  and  Solygeius,  ii.  309. 

Temenus.  Krcsphontes,  and  AristodS- 
mus,  ii.  2  seq.;  and  KresphontSs, 
family  of,  lowest  in  the  series  of 
subjects  for  heroic  drama,  ii.  10. 

Temnos,  situation  of,  iii.  191  n.  1. 

Tempe,  remarks  of  Herodotus  on  the 
legend  of,  i.  400;  Delphian  pro- 
cessiort  to,  ii.  275  n.  2;  Grecian 
army  sent  to  defend,  against  Xer¬ 
xes,  v.  68;  abandonment  of  the 
defence  of,  against  Xerxes,  v.  89 
seq. 

Temple  of  Eleusis  built  by  order  of 
Demeter,  i  40. 

Tenedos ,  continental  settlements  of, 
iii.  195;  recovery  of,  by  Macedo¬ 
nian  admirals,  xii.  141. 

Ten ,  appointment  of  the,  at  Athens, 
viii.  271  ;  measures  of  the,  at  Ath¬ 
ens,  viii.  272 ;  peace  between  the, 
at  Athens,  and  Thrasybulus,  viii, 
279  seq. ;  treatment  of  the,  at  Ath¬ 
ens,  b.  c.  403,  viii.  293. 

Ten  generals  appointed  to  succeed 
Alkibiades,  viii.  159. 

Tennes.  the  Sidonian  prince,  xi.  438. 

Ten  Thousand  Greeks,  position  and 

I  circumstances  of,  ix.  11  ;  com¬ 
mencement  of  their  retreat.  i«. 
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Persian  heralds  to,  on  commencing 
their  retreat,  ix.  52  ;  negotiations 
and  convention  of  Tissaphernes 
with,  ix.  59  seq. ;  quarrel  of,  with 
Ariaeus,  ix.  63  ;  retreating  march 
of,  under  Tissaphernes,  ix.  63  seq. ; 
at  the  Tigris,  ix.  65  seq. ;  at  the 
Greater  Zab,  ix.  69  ;  summoned  by 
Ariaeus  to  surrender,  ix.  76;  dis¬ 
tress  of,  after  the  seizure  of  the 
generals,  ix.  76:  new  generals  ap¬ 
pointed  by,  ix.80 ;  great  ascendency 
of  Xenophon  over,  ix.  83  seq. ; 
crossing  of  the  Great  Zab  by,  ix. 
88 :  harassing  attacks  of.  the  Per¬ 
sian  cavalry  on,  ix.  88  seq. ;  retreat 
of,  along  the  Tigris,  ix.  90  seq. ; 
and  the  Karduchians,  ix.  96  seq. ; 
at  the  Kentrites,  ix  100  seq.;  in 
Armenia,  ix.  102  seq.;  and  the 
Chalybes,  ix.  107  seq. ;  and  the 
Taochi,  ix.  107  seq.;  and  the  Sky- 
thine,  ix.  110;  first  sight  of  the 
Euxine  by,  ix.  Ill  ;  and  the  Mak- 
rones,  ix.  112  ;  and  the  Kolchians, 
ix.  112,  127 ;  at  Trapezus,  ix.  113, 
124  seq.;  geography  of  the  retreat 
of,  ix.  115  seq.;  feelings  of  the 
Greeks  on  the  Euxine  towards,  ix. 
123  seq. ;  leave  Trapezus,  ix.  127  ; 
at  Kerasus,  ix.  127  ;  march  of,  to 
Kotyora,  ix.  128  ;  at  Kotyora,  ix. 
129  seq. ;  and  the  Paphlagonians, 
ix.  144  ;  sail  to  Sinope,  ix.  144;  at 
Herakleia,  ix.  146;  at  Kalpe,  ix. 
147  ;  and  Ivleander,  ix.  149  seq., 
164;  and  Anaxibius,  ix.  154  seq., 
163;  and  Seuthes,  ix.  154,  165 
seq. :  after  leaving  Byzantium,  ix. 
163  seq.;  and  Aristarchus,  ix.  164 
seq. ;  under  the  Lacedagmonians, 
ix.  168,  173,  206,  214  ;  in  Mysia,  ix. 
172  seq  ;  Xenophon’s  farewell  of, 
ix.  175;  effects  of  their  retreat  on 
the  Greek  mind,  ix.  179  seq. 

Ten  Thousand ,  the  Pan-Arcadian,  x. 
232. 

Teds ,  foundation  of,  iii.  185;  inscrip¬ 
tions  of,  iii.  186  n.  ;  emigration 
from,  on  the  conquest  of  Harpa- 
gus,  iv.  203  ;  loss  of,  to  Athens,  b. 
C.  412,  vii.  383  ;  capture  of,  by  the 
Lacedaemonians,  viii.  154. 

Tereus,  i.  196. 

Terpander ,  ii.  141  ;  musical  improve¬ 
ments  of,  iv.  75 


Tethys ,  i.  5.  6. 

Teukrians,  the,  i.  335 ;  and  Mysiana, 
ethnical  affinities  and  migrations 
of,  iii.  208  seq. 

Teukrus,  i.  189. 

Teu/crus ,  the  metic ,  vii.  195,  197,  205 
n.  1. 

Teiithrania  mistaken  by  the  Greeks 
for  Troy,  i.  292. 

Teutonic  and  Scandinavian  epic ,  its 
analogy  with  the  Grecian,  i.  479 
seq. ;  points  of  distinction  between 
the  Grecian  and,  i.  481. 

Thais  and  the  burning  of  the  palace 
of  Persepolis,  xii.  176  n.  3. 

Thales ,  Xenophanes,  and  Pythago¬ 
ras,  i.  367  seq. ;  predictions  ascrib¬ 
ed  to,  ii.  116;  alleged  prediction 
of  an  eclipse  of  the  sun  by,  iii.  231 
n.  3. ;  suggestion  of,  respecting  the 
twelve  Ionic  cities  in  Asia,  iii  259; 
philosophy  and  celebrity  of,  iv 
381  seq. 

Thaletas ,  iv.  83,  86. 

Thamyris,  analogy  between  the  story 
of,  and  that  of  Marsyas,  iii.  214. 

Thahatos ,  i.  7. 

I'hapsakus,  Cyrus  the  Younger  and 
his  forces  at,  ix.  29  seq. ;  Alexan¬ 
der  crosses  the  Euphrates  at,  xii. 
150. 

Th.asos ,  island  of,  iv.  25 ;  attempted 
revolt  of,  from  the  Persians,  iv. 
313  ;  contribution  levied  by  Xer¬ 
xes  on,  v.  42  ;  revolt  of,  from  the 
confederacy  of  Delos,  v.  310 ;  block¬ 
ade  and  conquest  of,  b.  c.  464-463, 
v.  312  ;  application  of,  to  Sparta, 
for  aid  against  Athens,  v.  312;  ex¬ 
pulsion  of  the  Lacedaemonians 
from,  viii.  127;  reduction  of,  by 
Thrasyllus,  viii.  144;  slaughter  at, 
by  Lysander,  viii.  222. 

TTiaumas,  i.  7. 

Theagenes  of  Rhegium,  the  first  to 
allegorize  mythical  narratives,  v.  L 
418. 

Theagenes ,  despot  of  Megara ,  iii.  44. 

Theagenes  ofThasus, statue  of,l  7,v.  n. 2. 

Theatre ,  Athenian,  accessibility  of, 
to  the  poorest  citizens,  viii.  320. 

Thebaid  of  Antimachus,  i.  268. 

Thehais,  the  Cyclic,  i.  268 ,  ascribed 
to  Homer,  ii.  129. 

Theban  contingent  of  Leonidas, 
doubts  about,  v.  91,  95  ;  leaders  put 
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to  death  after  the  battle  of  Plataea, 
V.  187  ;  prisoners  in  the  night-sur¬ 
prise  at  Plataea,  slaughter  of,  vi. 
118  seq.;  military  column,  depth 
of,  vi.  386,  390 ;  band  of  Three 
Hundred,  vi.  387  ;  exiles  at  Ath¬ 
ens,  x.  61,  80  seq. 

Thebans  and  jEginetans,  i.  184  ; 
against  the  seven  chiefs,  i.  273  ; 
application  of,  to  iEgina,  for  as¬ 
sistance  against  Athens,  iv.  172; 
and  Xerxes’s  invasion,  v.  76  ;  de¬ 
feated  by  the  Athenians  at  Plataea, 

v.  179 ;  night-surprise  of  Plataea  by, 

B  C.  431,  vi.  114  seq  ;  capture  of, 
in  the  night-surprise  of  Plataea,  vi. 
116  seq.  ;  captured  in  the  night- 
surprise  of  Plataea,  slaughter  of, 

vi.  118  seq. ;  opposition  oi,  to  peace 
with  Athens,  b  c.  404,  viii.  229  n.\ 
humiliation  of  Agesilaus  by,  ix. 
256;  application  of,  to  Athens  for 
aid  against  Sparta,  b.  c.  395,  ix. 
291  seq.;  at  the  battle  of  Corinth, 
ix.  306  n.\  and  Spartans  at  the 
battle  of  Koroneia,  ix.  315;  and 
the  peace  of  Antalkidas,  ix.  386  ; 
expulsion  of  the  Lacedaemonians 
from  Bceotia  by,  b  c.  374,  x.  135; 
invasion  of  Phokis  by,  b.  c.  374,  x. 
136 ;  discouragement  and  victory 
of,  at  Leuktra.  x.  177  seq  ;  and  al¬ 
lies,  invasion  of  Laconia  by,  b.  c. 
370,  x.  215  seq.;  displeasure  of, 
with  Epaminondas,  B  c.  367,  x. 
268  ;  expeditions  of,  to  Thessaly, 
to  rescue  Pelopidas,x.  283,303  seq. ; 
destruction  of  Orchomenus  by,  x 
311 ;  under  Pammenes,  expedition 
of,  to  Megalopolis,  x.  359  ;  extinc¬ 
tion  of  free  cities  in  Bceotia  by,  xi. 
201 ;  exertions  of,  to  raise  a  con¬ 
federacy  against  the  Phokians,  b 
C.  356,  ix  251  ;  Lokrians,  and 
Thessalians  war  of,  against  the 
.^hokians,  b.  c.  355,  xi.  254  ;  as¬ 
sistance  under  Pammenes  sent  by, 
to  Artabazus,  xi.  257,  299  ;  assist¬ 
ance  of,  to  Megalopolis  against 
Sparta,  b.  c  352-351,  xi.  299  seq.; 
obtain  money  from  the  Persian 
king,  b  C.  350-349,  xi.  302 ;  in¬ 
voke  the  aid  of  Philip  to  put  down 
the  Phokians,  xi.  375;  Philip  de¬ 
clares  his  sympathy  with,  b.  c  346, 
xi.  421 ;  invited  by  Philip  to  assist 


in  an  attack  upon  Attica,  b.  O 
339,  xi.  483  seq  ;  and  Athenians, 
war  of,  against  Philip  in  Phokis, 
xi.  493.  494  seq.;  revolt  of,  against 
Alexander,  xii.  29  seq. 

Thebe ,  xi.  204  seq. 

Thebes  and  Orchomenos,  i.  135 ;  le 
gends  of,  i.  256  seq. ;  how  founded 
bv  Kadmus,  i.  258;  five  principal 
families  at,  i.  259 ;  foundation  of 
by  Amphion,  i.  263;  poems  on  the 
sieges  of,  i.  266 ;  sieges  of,  i.  269 
seq.;  the  seven  chiefs  against,  I. 
273  seq. ;  repulse  of  the  seven 
chiefs  against,  i.  274  seq. ;  the  seven 
chiefs  against  death  of  all  but  Ad' 
rastus,  i.  276  ;  the  seven  chiefs 
against,  burial  of  the  fallen,  i.  277 ; 
second  siege  of,  i.  279,  280;  early 
legislation  of,  ii.  297 ;  and  Plataea, 
disputes  between,  iv.  166 ;  sum* 
moned  to  give  up  its  leaders  after 
the  battle  of  Plataea,  v.  186,  dis¬ 
credit  of,  for  its  Medism ,  v.  314: 
supremacy  of,  in  Bceotia  restored 
by  Sparta,  v.  314,  327  ;  mastery  of 
Athens  over,  b.  c.  456,  v.  331 ;  rein¬ 
forcements  from,  in  support  of  the 
night-surprise  at  Plataea,  vi.  114 
seq. ;  hard  treatment  of  Thespiss 
by,  b.  c.  423,  vi.  452 ;  altered  feel¬ 
ing  of,  after  the  capture  of  Athena 
by  Lysander,  viii.  259,  264,  275; 
and  Sparta,  war  between,  b.  0. 
395,  ix.  289  seq  ;  revolt  of  Orcho¬ 
menos  from,  to  Sparta,  ix.  293;  al¬ 
liance  of,  with  Athens,  Corinth, 
and  Argos,  against  Sparta,  ix. 
301  ;  increased  importance  of,  b.  C. 
395,  ix.  301  ;  alarm  at,  and  propo¬ 
sals  of  peace  from,  on  the  Lacea56- 
monian  capture  of  the  Long  Wails 
at  Corinth,  ix.  341 ;  envoys  from, 
to  Agesilaus,  ix.  347,  352 ;  and  the 
peace  of  Antalkidas,  x.  12;  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  Sparta  against,  after 
the  peace  of  Antalkidas,  x.  28  seq. m, 
seizure  of  the  Kadmeia  at,  byPhos- 
bidas,  x  58  seq  ;  government  of, 
B.  c.  382,  x.  59  n.  1 ;  under  Leontia* 
des  and  other  philo-Laconian  oli¬ 
garchs,  x.  79  seq  ;  .  conspiracy 
against  the  philo-Laconian  oligar¬ 
chy  at,  x.  81  seq.;  alliance  of,  with 
Athens,  b.  c.  378,  x  102  ;  state  of, 
after  the  revolution  of,  b.  c.  379,  >. 


THEBES  IN  EGYPT. 


581 


THEOKLES. 


119;  the  Sacred  Band  at,  x.  120; 
expeditions  of  Agesilaus  against, 

B.  c.  378  and  377,  x.  127  seq. ; 
displeasure  of  Athens  against,  b. 

C.  474,  x.  134,  158;  dealings  of, 
with  Plataea  and  Thespiae,  b.  c. 
372,  x.  159  seq. ;  exclusion  of,  from 
the  peace  of  b.  c.  371,  x.  167  seq. ; 
increased  power  of,  after  the  battle 
of  Leuktra,  x.  193;  and  Sparta, 
alleged  arbitration  of  the  Achaeans 
between,  after  the  battle  of  Leuktra, 
x.  199  n. ;  influence  of,  in  Thessaly, 

B.  c.  369,  x.  248;  alienation  of  the 
Arcadians  from,  b.  c.  368,  x.  259 
seq. ;  assassination  of  Euphron  at, 

x.  273  seq.;  application  of,  to  Per¬ 
sia,  b.  c.  367,  x.  277  seq. ;  Persian 
rescript  in  favor  of,  x.  278  seq.; 
protest  of  the  Arcadians  against 
the  headship  of,  x.  281  ;  peace  of 
Corinth,  Epidaurus  and  Phlius 
with,  b.  c.  366,  x.  290  seq.;  oppo¬ 
sition  of  the  Mantineans  and  other 
Arcadians  to,  b.  c.  362,  x.326; 
power  of,  b.  c.  360-359,  xi.  200 
seq. ;  Philip  at,  xi.  207  seq. ;  Eu¬ 
boea  rescued  from,  by  Athens,  b.  c. 
358,  xi.  217  seq.;  accusation  of, 
against  Sparta  before  the  Amphilc- 
tyonic  assembly,  xi.  243 ;  accu¬ 
sation  of,  against  Phokis  before 
the  Amphiktyonic  assembly,  xi. 
243,  the  Phokians  countenanced 
by  Athens  and  Sparta  as  rivals  of, 

xi.  262 ;  envoys  to  Philip  from,  b. 

C.  346,  xi.  405,  408;  and  Athens, 
unfriendly  relations  between,  b.  c. 
339,  xi.  484  ;  mission  of  Demos¬ 
thenes  to,  b.  c.  339,  xi.  486  seq. ; 
and  Athens,  alliance  of,  against 
Philip,  b.  c.  339,  xi.  490  ;  severity 
of  Philip  towards,  after  the  battle 
of  Chaeroneia,  xi.  505 ;  march  of 
Alexander  from  Thrace  to,  xii.  36 ; 
capture  and  destruction  of,  by 
Alexander,  xii.  37  seq.;  restored 
by  Kassander,  xii.  441. 

Thebes  in  Egypt,  iii.  312. 

Theft ,  laws  of,  at  Athens,  iii.  142. 
Theia ,  i.  5. 

Themis ,  i.  5,  10. 

Themistokles ,  character  of,  iv.  337  seq. ; 
and  Aristeides,  rivalry  between,  v. 
50,  273  ;  change  of  Athens  from  a 
land-power  to  a  sea-power  pro- 
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posed  by,  v.  52  ;  long-sighted  views 
of,  in  creating  a  navy  at  Athen.  ▼. 
53,  293  n.  2;  and  the  Laurian 
mines,  v.  54;  his  explanation  of 
the  answer  of  the  Delphian  oracle 
on  Xerxes's  invasion,  v.  61 ;  pre¬ 
vails  upon  the  Greeks  to  stay  and 
fight  at  Artemisium,  v.  97  seq. ; 
inscribed  invitations  of,  to  the 
Ionians  under  Xerxes  v.  102;  ac¬ 
tivity  and  resource  of,  on  Xerxes’s 
approach,  v.  110;  opposes  the  re¬ 
moval  of  the  Greek  fleet  from  Sa- 
lamis  to  the  isthmus  of  Corinth,  v. 
121  seq.;  and  Eurybiades  at  Sa- 
lamis,  v.  123  n. ;  and  Adeimantus 
of  Corinth,  at  Salamis,  v.  122, 
125;  his  message  to  Xerxes  before 
the  battle  of  Salamis,  v.  126;  his 
message  to  Xerxes  after  the  battle 
of  Salamis,  v.  139  ;  levies  fines  on 
the  Cyclades,  v.  141  ;  honors  ren¬ 
dered  to,  after  the  battle  of  Sala¬ 
mis,  v.  146;  alleged  proposal  of,  to 
burn  all  the  Grecian  ships  except 
the  Athenian,  v.  203  n.  2  ;  strata¬ 
gem  of,  respecting  the  fortification 
of  Athens,  v.  244  seq.;  plans  of, 
for  the  naval  aggrandizement  of 
Athens,  v.  248  seq. ;  persuades  the 
Athenians  to  build  twenty  new 
triremes  annually,  v.  252 ;  and 
Pausanias,  v.  273,  282;  opponents 
and  corruption  of,  after  the  Persian 
war,  v.  278  seq. ;  and  Timokreon, 
v.  278;  first  accusation  of  treason 
against,  v.  280  ;  two  accusations  of 
treason  against,  v.  280  n.  1 ;  os¬ 
tracism  of,  v.  281,  282  n.  1 ;  second 
accusation  of  treason  against,  v. 
382 ;  flight  and  adventures  of,  on 
charge  of  Medism ,  v.  ’  283  seq. ; 
and  Admetus,  v.  283  ;  and  Arta- 
xeixes  Longimanus,  v.  285  seq.; 
in  Persia,  v.  285  seq. ;  rewards  and 
death  of,  v.  287  seq. 

Theodorus  of  Samos ,  iv.  98  n. 

Theodoras  the  Syracusan ,  speech  of, 
against  Dionysius,  x.  501  seq. 

Theognis ,  iii.  44,  iv.  92. 

Theogony  of  the  Greeks  not  a  cos¬ 
mogony,  i.  2 ;  of  Hesiod,  i.  3  ;  Or¬ 
phic,  i.  17  seq. ;  Hesiodic  and  Or 
phic,  compared,  i.  20  seq.;  He' 
siodic  legend  of  Pandora  in.  i.  75. 

Theokles,  the  founder  of  Naxoa  io 
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Sicilv,  iii.  361;  expels  the  Sikels  Thermaic  Gulf  original  occupants  OS 


from  Leontini  and  Katana,  iii. 
363. 

Theology ,  triple,  of  the  pagan  world, 
i.  439. 

Theophrastus ,  the  phytologist,  i.  360 
n. ;  his  treatment  of  mythes,  i. 
412. 

Theopompus ,  the  Spartan  king ,  ii.  424  nn. 

Theopompus ,  the  historian ,  on  the  Spar- 
tan  empire,  ix.  195  n. 

Thedric  Board,  at  Athens,  creation  of, 
ix.  379. 

Theoric  Fund ,  allusions  of  Demos¬ 
thenes  to,  xi.  334,  338  ;  motion  of 
Apollodorus  about,  xi.  348 ;  not 
appropriated  to  war  purposes  till 
just  before  the  battle  of  Chaeroneia, 
xi.  353 ;  true  character  of,  xi.  353 
seq. ;  attempt  of  the  Athenian  pro¬ 
perty-classes  to  evade  direct  taxa¬ 
tion  by  recourse  to,  xi.  357 ;  applica¬ 
tion  of,  to  military  purposes,  xi.  492. 

Ihedrikon,  viii.  321. 

TheSrs,  ii.  243. 

Thera ,  ii.  27 ;  foundation  of  Kyrene 
from,  iv.  29  seq. 

Theramenes ,  Peloponnesian  fleet  un¬ 
der,  vii.  388;  statement  of,  respect¬ 
ing  the  Four  Hundred,  viii.  13  n. 
2;  expedition  of,  to  the  Hellespont, 
viii.  118;  accusation  of  the  gen¬ 
erals  at  Arginusae  by,  viii.  181  seq. ; 
probable  conduct  of,  at  Arginusas, 
viii.  185  seq.,  187  n. ;  first  embassy 
of,  to  Sparta,  viii.  227  ;  second  em¬ 
bassy  of,  to  Sparta,  viii.  228 ;  and 
the  executions  by  the  Thirty,  viii. 
241,  242,  245;  and  Kritias,  dis¬ 
sentient  views  of,  viii  241  seq., 
249  ;  exasperation  of  the  majority 
of  the  Thirty  against,  viii.  249 ; 
denunciation  of,  by  Kritias  in  the 
senate,  viii.  249 ,  reply  of,  to  Kri- 
tias’s  denunciation  in  the  senate, 
viii.  251 ;  condemnation  and  death 
of.  vii.  253  seq. 

Thei  amends  the  Athenian ,  viii.  19  ;  his 
opposition  to  the  Four  Hundred, 
viii.  58  seq.;  his  impeachment  of 
the  embassy  of  the  Four  Hundred 
to  Sparta,  viii.  84  seq. 

27 ierimaehus,  ix.  366. 

Therma ,  Xerxes’s  movements  from, 
to  Thermopylae,  v.  83 ;  capture  of, 
by  Archestrr  tus,  vi  73. 

Vol.  12  25 


iv.  13. 

Thei'mopylce,  Greeks  north  of,  in  the 
first  two  centuries,  ii.  274;  Pho- 
kian,  defensive  wall  at,  ii.  283  ;  re¬ 
solution  of  Greeks  to  defend  against 
Xerxes,  v.  71  ;  the  pass  of,  v.  73 
seq. ;  path  over  Mount  (Eta  avoid¬ 
ing,  v.  78;  movements  of  Xerxes 
from  Therma  to,  v.  83  ;  impres¬ 
sions  of  Xerxes  about  the  de- 
fenders  at,  v.  86;  repeated  Persian 
attacks  upon,  repulsed,  v.  87  ;  de¬ 
bate  among  the  defenders  of,  when 
the  Persians  approached  their  rear, 

v.  89  ;  manoeuvres  ascribed  to  Xer 
xes  respecting  the  dead  at,  v.  103; 
numbers  slain  at,  on  both  sides,  v. 
103;  inscriptions  commemorative 
of  the  battle  at,  v.  104;  effect  of 
the  battle  of,  on  the  Greeks  and 
Xerxes,  v.  105  seq. ;  conduct  of 
the  Peloponnesians  after  the  battle 
of,  v.  106;  hopeless  situation  of 
the  Athenians  after  the  battle  of, 
v.  106;  Onomarchus  at,  xi.  256; 
Philip  checked  at,  by  the  Athe¬ 
nians,  xi.  296 ;  position  of  Pha- 
lmkus  at,  b.  C.  347-346,  xi.  374, 
418;  application  of  the  Phokians 
to  Athens  for  aid  against  Philip 
at,  b.  c.  347,  xi.  376;  importance 
of,  to  Philip  and  Athens,  B.  c.  347, 
xi.  378;  march  of  Philip  to,  b.  C. 
346,  xi.  407  seq.;  plans  of  Philip 
against,  B.  C.  346,  xi.  410 ;  letters 
of  Philip  inviting  the  Athenians 
to  join  him  at,  xi.  417  ;  Phokians 
at,  b.  c.  347-346,  xi.  418  seq.; 
•surrender  of,  to  Philip,  xi.421 ;  pro¬ 
fessions  of  Philip  after  his  conquest 
of,  xi.  424  ;  special  meeting  of  the 
.Amnhiktyons  at,  ?.  C  339,  xi.  479. 

Thermu ;,  ii.  291. 

Thero  of  Agrigentum  and  Gelo,  v. 
220  seq. ;  and  Hiero,  v.  228 ;  se 
vere  treatment  of  Himerasans  by 
v.  228 ;  death  of,  v.  230. 

Thersander,  the  Orchomenian,  at  the 
Theban  banquet  to  Mardonius,v.!60. 

ThersitSs,  i.  298,  ii.  70  seq. 

Theseium  at  Athens,  v.  306. 

Theseus ,  i.  169,  207  seq.;  and  the 
Minotaur,  i.  223 ;  obtains  burial 
for  the  fallen  chiefs  against  Thebes, 
i.  277 ,  the  political  reforms  of,  ii 
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$1 ;  and  Menestheus,  ii.  22 ;  res- 
toration  of  the  sons  of,  to  bis 
kingdom,  ii.  23  ;  consolidation  of 
Attica  by,  iii.  69;  bones  of,  con¬ 
veyed  to  Athens,  v.  304. 

Thesmoi,  iii.  76. 

Tkesmophoria,  festival  of,  i.  44. 
Thesmothetoe,  iii.  74. 

Thespioe,  hard  treatment  of,  by  Thebes, 
b.  c.  423,  vi.  452;  severity  of 
Thebes  towards,  b.  c.  372,  x.  362.  | 
Thespian  contingent  of  Leonidas,  v.  91.  \ 
Thespians ,  distress  of,  caused  by  j 
Xerxes’s  invasion,  v.  91  n.  I;  at  S 
the  battle  of  Leuktra,  x.  180:  ex¬ 
pulsion  of,  from  Boeotia,  after  the 
battle  of  Leuktra,  x.  195. 

Thespis  and  Solon,  story  of,  iii.  146. 
Thesprotians*  iii.  414  seq. 

Thessalian  cities,  disorderly  confe¬ 
deracy  of,  ii.  282 ;  and  Athenian 
cavalry,  skirmishes  of,  with  Archi- 
damus,  vi.  134 ;  cavalry  sent  home 
by  Alexander,  xii.  181. 

Thessalians ,  migration  of,  from  Thes- 
protis  to  Thessaly,  ii.  14 ;  non- 
Hellenic  character  of,  ii.  15;  and 
their  dependants  in  the  first  two 
centuries,  ii.  274  seq. ;  character 
and  condition  of,  ii.  276  seq. ;  and 
Xerxes’s  invasion,  v.  67,  69;  al¬ 
liance  of,  with  Athens  and  Argos, 
about  B.  C.  461,  v.  320 ;  Thebans, 
and  Lokrians,  war  of,  with  the 
Phokians,  b  C.  355,  xi.  254. 
l%essalus ,  son  of  Kimon,  impeach¬ 
ment  of  Alkibiades  by,  vii.  210. 
Thessaly,  affinities  of,  with  Bceotia,  ii. 
17 ;  quadruple  division  of,  ii.  281  : 
power  of,  when  united,  ii.  283; 
Athenian  march  against,  B.  c.  454, 

v.  332;  Brasidas’s  march  through, 
to  Thrace,  vi.  399  seq. ;  Laced®' 
monian  reinforcements  to  Brasidas 
prevented  from  passing  through, 

vi.  449 ;  state  of,  B.  C.  370,  x.  248; 
influence  of  Thebes  in,  b.  c.  369, 
x.  248 ;  expedition  of  Felopidas 
to,  b.  c.  359,  x.  248 ;  expedition  of 
Pelopidas  to,  B.  c.  368,  x.  263 ;  ex¬ 
peditions  of  Pelopida3  to,  x.  264 
«.  2 ;  mission  of  Pelopidas  to,  b.  c. 
866,  x.  282 ,  expedition  of  Pelopidas 
to,  B.c.  363,  x.  303, 30?  seq.;  despots 
of,  xi.  202  seq. ;  first  expedition  of 
Philip  into,  against  the  despots  (tS 


Pheirae,  xi.  261,  292,  295  «.  2  ,  se 
eond  expedition  of  Philip  into, 
against  the  despots  of  Pherae,  xi. 
292;  victory  of  Leosthenes  ovei 
Antipater  in,  xii.  315. 

Tnites  in  legendary  Greece,  ii.  100; 
in  Attica  immediately  before  So¬ 
lon’s  legislation,  iii.  94  seq. ;  ina¬ 
nity  of,  iii.  97. 

Thetis  and  Peleus,  i.  187. 

Thimbron ,  expedition  of.  to  Asia,  is. 
208;  defeat  and  death  of,  ix.  362, 
xii.  429  seq. 

Thirltcall’s  opinion  on  the  partition 
of  land  ascribed  to  Lykurgus,  ii 
401  seq.,  404,  407  seq. 

Thirty  at  Athens ,  nomination  of,  viii. 
236  ;  proceedings  of,  viii.  239  seq.; 
executions  by,  viii.  240  seq.,  243 
seq.,  247  seq.;  discord  among, viii. 
243 :  three  thousand  hoplites  nom 
inated  by,  viii.  246;  disarming  of 
hoplites  by,  viii.  247 ;  murders  and 
spoliations  by,  viii.  247,  256;  tv 
ranny  of,  after  the  death  of  Thera 
menes,  viii.  256;  intellectual  teach 
ing  forbidden  by,  viii.  257 ;  and 
Sokrates,  viii.  258 ;  growing  inse 
curity  of,  viii.  259;  disgust  in 
Greece  at  the  enormities  of,  viii. 
262 ;  repulse  and  defeat  of,  by 
Thrasybulus  at  Phyla,  viii.  285; 
seizure  and  execution  of  prisoners 
at  Eieusis  and  Salamis  by,  viii. 
267 ;  defeat  of,  by  Thrasybulus  at 
Peiraeus,  viii.  269  seq  ;  deposition 
of,  viii.  271 ;  reaction  against,  on 
the  arrival  of  king  Fausani&s,  viii. 
275;  flight  of  the  survivors  of  the, 
viii  280;  treatment  of,  b.  c  403, 

viii.  292 ;  oppression  and  suffering 
of  Athens  under  the,  ix.  185,  Ath 
ens  rescued  from  the,  ix.  185;  the 
knights  or  horsemen  supporters  of 
the,  ix  186,  Athens  under  the, 
a  specimen  of  the  Spartan  empire 

ix.  187,  compared  with  the  Ly«> 
sandrian  Dekarch'ies,  ix.  188 ;  and 
Kallibius,  ix.  188;  put  down  by 
the  Athenians  themselves,  ix.  198. 

Thorax  and  Xenophon,  ix.  134  seq. 

Thrace ,  Chalkidic  colonies  in,  iv.  2S 
seq. ;  Greek  settlements  east  of  the 
Strymon  in,  iv.  25 ,  conquest  of, 
by  the  Persians  under  JDarias,  iv 
273,  and  Macedonia,  march  of 
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Mardonius  into,  iv.  313;  contribu¬ 
tions  levied  by  Xerxes  on  towns 
in,  v.  41  ;  Brasidas’s  expedition  to. 
ri.  370,  397  seq. ;  war  continued  in, 
the  one  year’s  truce  between  Ath¬ 
ens  and  Sparta,  vi.  438 ;  Alkibia- 
d£s  and  Thrasybulus  in,  b.  c.  407, 
viii.  144;  Iphikrates  in,  between 
B.  c.  387-378,  x.  106  seq. ;  Iphi¬ 
krates  in,  b.  c.  368-365,  x.  250 
seq.;  Philip  in,  b.  c.  351,  xi  306, 
and  B.  c  346,  xi.  402,  404,  and  b. 
c.  542-341,  xi.  450  seq.;  Alex¬ 
ander’s  expedition  into,  xii.  22  seq. ; 
march  of  Alexander  from,  to 
Thebes,  xii.  36. 

Thracian  influence  upon  Greece,  i. 
31  ;  race  in  the  north  of  Asia  Mi¬ 
nor,  iii.  207  ;  Chersonesus,  iv.  27  ; 
subject-allies  of  Athens  not  op¬ 
pressed  by  her,  vi.  404  seq.:  mer¬ 
cenaries  under  Diitrephes,  vii.  356 
seq. 

Thracians  in  the  time  of  Herodotus 
and  Thucydides,  ii.  88  ;  and  Phry¬ 
gians,  affinities  between,  iii.  208 
seq.,  212  ;  affinities  and  migrations 
of,  iii.  208  seq. ;  numbers  and  abode 
of,  iv.  15;  general  character  of, 
iv.  15  seq. ;  Asiatic  characteristics 
of,  iv.  17  ;  venality  of,  vi.  217  n.  2. 

Thrasius,  xi.  173,  180. 

Thrasybulus  of  Syracuse,  v.  232  seq. 

Thr&tybulus ,  the  Athenian ,  speech  of, 
at  Samos,  viii.  47  ;  efforts  of,  at 
Samos,  in  favor  of  Alkibiades,  viii. 
50;  in  Thrace,  viii.  144;  accusa¬ 
tion  of  the  generals  at  Arginusaj 
by,  viii.  182  seq.;  flight  of,  from 
Attica,  viii.  242 ;  occupation  of 
Phyle,  and  repulse  and  defeat  of 
the  Thirty  by,  viii.  265 ;  occupa¬ 
tion  of  Peiraeus  by,  viii.  268 ;  vic¬ 
tory  of,  over  the  Thirty  at  Peiraeus, 
viii.  269  seq. ;  increasing  strength 
of,  at  Peiraeus,  vii.  273 ;  straitened 
condition  of,  in  Peiraeus,  viii.  274  ; 
at  Peiraeus,  king  Pausanias’s  attack 
upon,  viii.  276 ;  and  the  Ten  at 
Athens,  peace  between,  viii.  277  ; 
and  the  exiles,  restoration  of,  to 
Athens,  viii.  279;  assistance  of,  to 
Evander  and  others,  viii.  306  n.  2 ; 
honorary  reward  to,  viii.  309;  aid 
to  the  Thebans  by,  ix.  295 ;  acqui¬ 
sitions  of,  in  the  Hellespont  and 


!  Bosporus,  ix.  366 ;  victory  cf,  £# 
Lesbos,  ix.  367  ;  death  and  charao 
ter  of,  ix.  367. 

Thrasydceus,  v.  226 ;  cruel  govern¬ 
ment,  defeat,  and  death  of,  v.  228, 
ix.  223,  226. 

Thrasykles  and  Strombichides,  expe¬ 
dition  of,  to  Chios,  vii.  374. 

Thrasyllus,  vii.  73,  74 ;  at  Samos,  B. 
c.  411,  viii.  46,  48 ;  at  Lesbos,  viii, 
101 ;  eluded  by  Mindarus,  viii. 
102;  at  Elaeus,  viii.  109;  repulse 
of  Agis  by,  viii.  128;  expedition 
of,  to  Ionia,  viii.  129  ;  and  Alkibi¬ 
ades,  at  the  Hellespont,  viii.  130. 

Thrasylochus  and  Demosthenes,  xl 
268  n.  2. 

Thrasymachus ,  rhetorical  precepts  of, 
viii  370 ;  doctrine  of,  in  Plato’s 
Republic,  viii.  390  seq. 

Three  thousand ,  nominated  the  Thirty 
at  Athens,  viii.  246. 

Thucydides ,  altered  intellectual  and 
ethical  standard  in  the  age  of,  L 
366 ;  his  treatment  of  ancient 
mythes,  i.  391,  405  seq.;  his  ver 
sion  of  the  Trojan  war,  i.  405  seq. 
on  the  dwellings  of  the  earliest 
Greeks, ii.  109 ;  his  date  forthe  return 
of  the  Herakleids,  ii.  13;  silence  of, 
on  the  treaty  between  Athens  and 
Persia,  v.  336  ;  descent  of,  vi.  12  i, 
2 ,  various  persons  named,  vi.  28 
w.  2  ;  his  division  of  the  year,  vi. 

114  n.  2;  his  judgment  respecting 

Perikles,  vi.  173,  176;  first  men¬ 
tion  of  Kleon  by,  vi.  244 ;  reflec¬ 
tions  of,  on  the  Korkyrssan  massa¬ 
cre,  b.  c.  427,  vi.  278  seq.;  struc- 
ture  of  his  history,  vi.  309  ; 

judgment  of,  on  Kleon’s  success 
at  Pylus,  vi.  347  seq. ;  on  Kythera, 
vi.  364  n. ;  and  the  capitulation  of 
Amphipolis  to  Brasidas,  vi.  409, 
410,  412  seq.;  banishment  of,  vi. 
413  seq.;  on  Kleon’s  views  and 
motives  in  desiring  war,  b.  c.  422, 
vi.  456  seq.,  459  ;  passages  of,  on 
the  battle  of  Amphipolis,  vi.  405 
nn.,  466  n.,  468  n. ;  feelings  of,  to¬ 
wards  Brasidas  and  Kleon,  vi.  474; 
treatment  of  Kleon  by,  vi.  474,  477 
seq. ;  dialogue  set  forth  by,  between 
theAthenian  envoys  and  Execu¬ 
tive  Council  of  Melos,  vii.  109  seq, 

115  seq  „  his  favorable  judgment 
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of  the  Athenians  at  the  restoration 
of  the  democracy,  b.  c.  411,  viii. 
90  seq. ;  study  of,  by  Demosthe¬ 
nes,  xi.  269. 

Thucydides ,  son  of  Melesias ,  v .  342  ; 
rivalry  of,  with  Perikles,  vi.  15 
seq.;  ostracised,  vi.  19;  history  of, 
after  his  ostracism,  vi.  28  n.  2. 

Thurians,  defeat  of,  by  the  Lucani- 
ans,  xi.  13. 

Thurii,  foundation  of,  vi.  13  seq.;  few 
Athenian  settlers  at,  vi.  1 5  ;  rev¬ 
olution  at,  B.  C.  413,  x.  384. 

Thyania ,  surprise  of,  by  the  Phliasi- 
ans  and  Chares,  x.  272. 

Thyestean  banquet ,  the,  i.  162. 

Thycstes ,  i.  161  seq. 

Thymochares ,  defeat  of,  near  Eretria, 
viii.  72  seq. 

Thymodes,  xii.  116,125. 

Thynians,  iii.  207. 

'Thyrea,  conquest  of,  ii.  449 ;  capture 
of,  by  Nikias,  b.  c.  424,  vi.  366 , 
ctipulation  about,  between  Sparta 
and  Argos,  b.  c.  420,  vii.  27. 

Thyssagetce ,  iii.  244. 

Tigris ,  the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks 
at  the,  ix.  64  seq. ;  retreat  of  the 
Ten  Thousand  along  the,  ix.  88 
seq.;  forded  by  Alexander,  xii. 
151 ;  voyage  of  Nearchus  from  the 
mouth  of  the  Indus  to  that  of  the, 
xii.  235,  236  ;  Alexander’s  voyage 
up  the,  to  Opis,  xii.  243. 

Tilphusios  Apollo ,  origin  of  the  name, 
i.  48. 

Timceus's  treatment  of  mythes,  i.  410. 

Timagoras ,  his  mission  to  Persia,  and 
execution,  x.  278,  280,  280  n.  1. 

Timandra,  i.  168. 

Timarchus ,  decree  of,  xi.  368,  369  n. 

Ttniasion ,  and  Xenophon,  ix.  134 
seq. 

Time ,  Grecian  computation  of,  ii. 
115  ».  2. 

Timegenidas ,  death  of,  v.  187. 

Timocracy  of  Solon,  iii.  120  seq. 

Timokrates,  the  Rhodian ,  ix.  286  seq. 

Timokrates ,  of  Syracuse ,  xi.  92  seq. 

TimoJcreon  and  Themistokles,  v.  279 

Timolaus ,  speech  of,  ix.  304. 

Timoleon,  appointment  of,  to  aid  Sy¬ 
racuse,  xi.  136,  142;  life  and  char¬ 
acter  of,  before  b  c.  344,  xi.  136 
seq.;  and  Timophanes,  xi.  136 
aeq. ,  preparations  of,  for  his  expe- 


J  dition  to  Syracuse,  xi  143  ;  voyage 
of,  from  Corinth  to  Sicily,  xi.  143 
seq. ;  message  from  Hiketas  to,  xi 
144;  at  Rhegium,  xi.  144  seq.;  at 
Tauromenium,  xi.  146  ;  at  Adra- 
num,  xi.  148,  156  ;  first  arrival  of, 
at  Syracuse,  xi.  149  :  surrender  of 
Ortygia  to,  xi.  150  seq.;  reinforce¬ 
ment  from  Corinth  to,  xi.  152, 155, 
157;  admiration  excited  by  the 
successes  of,  xi.  152,  162;  advan¬ 
tage  of  Ortygia  to,  xi.  155  ;  return 
of,  from  Adranum  to  Syracuse,  xi. 
158:  Messene  declares  in  favor  of, 
xi.  158;  capture  of  Epipolae  by, 
xi.  160;  favor  of  the  gods  towards, 
xi.  161,  179,  181  ;  ascribes  his  suc¬ 
cesses  to  the  gods,  xi.  163,  temp¬ 
tations  and  conduct  of,  on  becom¬ 
ing  master  of  Syracuse,  xi.  163 
seq  ;  demolition  of  the  Dionysian 
stronghold  in  Ortygia  by,  xi.  165; 
erection  of  courts  of  justice  at  Sy¬ 
racuse  by,  xi.  166;  recall  of  exiles 
to  Syracuse,  by,  xi.  166;  capitula¬ 
tion  of  Hiketas  with,  at  Leontini, 
xi.  170;  puts  down  the  despots  in 
Sicily,  xi.  170,  180  seq. ;  march  of, 
from  Syracuse  against  the  Cartha¬ 
ginians,  xi.  172  seq. ;  and  Thrasius, 
xi.  172,  180,  victory  of,  over  the 
Carthaginians  at  the  Krimesus,  xi. 
174  seq.;  and  Mamerkus,  xi.  180 
seq. ;  partial  defeats  of  his  troops, 
xi.  180;  victory  of,  over  Hiketas 
at  the  Damurias,  xi  181 ,  surren¬ 
der  of  Leontini  and  Hiketas  to,  xf, 
182  ;  peace  of,  with  the  Carthagin 
ians,  xi.  182  ,  capture  of  Messen£ 
and  Hippon  by,  xi.  184;  lays 
down  his  power  at  Syracuse,  xi. 
185;  great  influence  of,  after  his 
resignation  at  Syracuse,  xi  186, 
193;  and  the  immigration  of  new 
Greek  settlers  into  Sicily,  xi.  188 
seq. ;  residence  of,  at  Syracuse,  xi. 
190;  in  the  public  assembly  at  Sy¬ 
racuse,  xi.  190  seq.;  uncorrupted 
moderation  and  public  spirit  of, 
xi.  192;  freedom  and  prosperity 
in  Sicily,  introduced  by,  xi.  193; 
death  and  obsequies  of,  xi.  194; 
and  Dion,  contrast  between,  xi. 
196  seq.;  the  constitution  estab¬ 
lished  at  Syracuse  by,  exchanged 
for  an  oligarchy,  xii.  393 
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Timomachns  in  the  Hellespont  x. 
373. 

Timophanes  and  Timoleon,  xi.  136 
seq. 

Timotheus,  son  of  Konon,  x.  110;  cir¬ 
cumnavigation  of  Peloponnesus 
by,  x.  132;  at  Zakynthus,  x  141  ; 
appointment  of,  to  aid  Korkyra, 
B.  c.  373,  x.  144;  delay  of,  in  aid¬ 
ing  Korkyra,  x.  146  seq.,  147  n.; 
and  Iphikrates,  x  149,  288,  299  n. 
2;  trial  and  acquittal  of,  x.  153 
seq.,  154  n. ;  expedition  of,  to  Asia 
Minor,  b.  c.  366,  x.  252,  294  seq.; 
and  Charidimus,  x.  299,  300 ;  suc¬ 
cesses  of,  in  Macedonia  and  Chal- 
kidike,  b.  c.  365-364,  x.  300  ;  fail¬ 
ure  of,  at  Amphipolis,  b.  g.  364,  x. 
301;  and  Kotys,  x.  302;  in  the 
Chersonese,  b  c.  363,  x.  302,  306, 
368  ;  in  the  Hellespont,  b  c  357, 
xi.  224;  accusation  of,  by  Chares, 
xi.  226  seq.,  228  n.  4,  arrogance  and 
unpopularity  of,  xi.  227  ;  exile  and 
death  of,  xi  229. 

Timotheus ,  of  the  Pontic  Herakleia,  xii. 
465. 

Tiribazus  and  The  Ten  Thousand 
Greeks,  ix.  99,  102;  embassy  of 
Antalkidas,  Konon,  and  others  to, 

ix.  359  seq.,  and  Antalkidas  at, 
Susa,  ix.  383  ;  and  the  peace  of 
Antalkidas,  ix.  385;  and  Orontes, 

x.  22,  23. 

Tisa menus,  son  of  Orestes ,  ii.  4,  7,  8  n  1. 

Tisumenus ,  the  Athenian ,  decree  of, 
viii.  295. 

Tisiphonus ,  despot  at  Pherae,  xi.  205. 

2'issaphernes  and  Pharnabazus,  em¬ 
bassy  from,  to  Sparta,  B.  C.  413, 

vii.  366;  and  Chalkideus,  treaty 
between,  vii.  376  ;  first  treaty  of, 
with  the  Peloponnesians,  vii.  376  ; 

ayment  of  the  Peloponnesian 
eet  by,  vii.  389;  and  Astyochus, 
treaty  between,  vii.  395  seq. ,  se¬ 
cond  treaty  of,  with  the  Pelopon¬ 
nesians,  vii.  395  seq. ;  and  Lichas, 
at  Miletus,  vii.  398 :  double-dealing 
and  intrigues  of,  with  the  Pelo¬ 
ponnesian  fleet,  vii  398,  400  seq. , 
escape  and  advice  of  Alkibiades, 
to,  viii  3  seq.;  and  the  Greeks,  Alki¬ 
biades  acts  as  interpreter  between, 

viii.  5 ,  reduction  of  pay  to  the  Pe¬ 
loponnesian  fleet  by,  viii.  5 ,  third 


(treaty  of,  with  the  Peloponnesians, 
viii.  23  seq. ;  envoy  from,  to  Sparta, 
B.  c.  41 1 ,  viii.  98 ;  false  promises  o£ 
to  Mindarus,  viii.  99 ;  and  the  Phe- 
nieian  fleet  at  Aspendus,  viii.  99, 
100,  111;  and  the  Peloponnesians 
at  the  Hellespont,  viii.  110  seq.; 
Alkibiades  arrested  by,  viii.  120; 
charge  of,  against  Cyrus  the  Youn¬ 
ger,  ix.  7 ;  negotiations  and  con¬ 
vention  of,  with  the  Ten  Thousand 
Greeks,  ix.  59  seq. ;  retreating 
march  of  the  Ten  Thousand  un 
der,  ix.  63  seq. ,  treachery  of,  to* 
wards  Klearchus  and  other  Greeks, 
ix.  70  seq. ;  plan  of,  against  the 
Ten  Thousand  Greeks,  ix.  75;  at¬ 
tack  of,  on  the  Ten  Thousand 
Greeks,  ix  90;  and  the  Asiatic 
Greeks,  ix.  206 ;  and  Derkyllidag, 
ix.  209,  219  seq.;  and  Agesilaus, 
ix  261,  267  ;  death  of,  ix.  268. 
Titarudes ,  the,  i.  4. 

1  itans,  the,  i.  4,  5, 8 ;  the  Orphic,  i.  17. 
Tcdcofiai  to.  oirXa,  meaning  of,  vi. 
114  n.  3,  356  n.  2,  373  385  n.  2, 

387  n.  2. 

Tithraustes  supersedes  Tissaphernes, 
and  opens  negotiations  with  Agesi- 
laus,  ix.  268;  sends  an  envoy  to 
Greece  against  Sparta,  ix.  286  seq.; 
victorv  of  Chares  and  Artabazu3 
over,  xi.  231. 

Tolmides ,  voyage  of,  round  Pelopon 
nesus,  v.  333 ,  defeat  and  death  of. 
v.  348. 

Tomi,  legendary  origin  of  the  name, 
i.  238  n.  3,  xii.  473. 

Topographical  impossibilities  in  the 
legend  of  Troy  no  obstacles  to  its 
reception,  i.  332 ;  criticisms  inap¬ 
plicable  to  the  legend  of  Troy,  i. 
333. 

Torgium ,  victory  of  Agathokles  ovsff 
Deinokrates  at,  xii  447. 

TordnS ,  surprise  and  capture  of,  by 
Brasidas,  vi.  422;  capture  of,  by 
Kleon,  vi.  462. 

Torrhebia,  iii.  223. 

Torture,  use  of,  to  elicit  truth,  vii. 
201  n. 

Town-occupations,  encouragement  to, 
at  Athens,  iii.  136. 

Towns,  fortification  of,  in  early  Greece, 
ii.  108  seq. 

Trades,  Grecian  deities  of.  i.  342. 
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Tradition,  Greek ,  matter  of,  uncer¬ 
tified,  i.  433 ;  fictitious  matter  in, 
does  not  imply  fraud,  i.  434. 

Frcezen,  removal  of  Athenians  to,  on 
Xerxes’s  approach,  v.  108. 

Tnigedies ,  lost,  of  Prometheus,  i.  78 
n.  2. 

Tragedy ,  Athenian,  growth  of,  viii. 
318;  Athenian,  abundant  produc¬ 
tion  of,  viii.  319;  Athenians,  effect 
of,  on  the  public  mind,  viii.  321 ; 
Grecian,  ethical  sentiment  in,  viii. 
336. 

Trapezus,  legendary  origin  of,  i.  175; 
date  of  the  foundation  of,  iii.  252 
n.  2 ;  the  Ten  Thousand  at,  xi.  1 1 1, 
120  seq. ;  departure  of  the  Ten 
Thousand  from,  ix.  127. 

Trench  of  Artaxerxes  from  the  Eu¬ 
phrates  to  the  wall  of  Media,  ix. 
40,  42  n.  1. 

Triballi ,  defeat  of  Philip  by,  xi.  462  ; 
victory  of  Alexander  over,  xii.  23. 

Tribes  and  denies  of  KleisthenSs,  iv. 
132  seq. 

Tribute  of  the  subject-allies  of  Athens, 
vi  5  a.  1,  6  n.  1. 

Trierarchic  reform  of  Demosthengs, 
xi.  462  seq. 

Trinakria ,  town  of,  vii.  125. 

Triphylia,  Minvte  in,  ii.  27  ;  and  Elis, 
ii.  442,  x.  260,  313. 

Triphylians ,  ii.  803. 

Triple  theology  of  the  pagan  world,  i. 
439;  partition  of  past  time  by 
Yarro,  i.  488. 

Tripolis ,  iii.  268. 

Trireme ,  equipment  of  a,  vi.  200  n. 

Tntantoechmes ,  exclamation  of,  on  the 
Greeks  and  the  Olympic  games,  v. 
t  13. 

Tritdn  and  the  Argonauts,  i.  239. 

Tritonis ,  Lake,  iv.  35  n.  1 ;  prophecies 
about,  iv.  39. 

Trittyes ,  iii.  52,  67  n. 

Troad,  the,  i.  334. 

Trias ,  Alexandria,  i.  328. 

Trdas  historical ,  and  the  Teukrians,  i. 
334. 

Trojan  war ,  Thucydides’s  version  of, 
i  405  seq.;  the  date  of,  ii.  38,  54. 

Trojans ,  allies  of,  i.  293 ;  new  allies 
of,  i  298,  and  Phrygians,  i.  335. 

Trophnnius  and  Agamedes,  i.  130. 

Trds,  i.  285. 

Troy,  legend  of  i.  284-340. 


Tunis,  capture  of,  by  Agathokles,  xis 
414;  mutiny  in  the  arraj  of  Aga 
thokles  at,  xii.  426 ;  Archagathus 
blocked  up  by  the  Carthaginians 
at,  xii.  439,  442  ;  the  Carthaginians 
over  Agathokles  near,  xii.  442; 
nocturnal  panic  in  the  Cartha¬ 
ginian  camp  near,  xii.  442;  Aga 
thokles  deserts  his  army  at,  and 
they  capitulate,  xii.  443,  444. 

Turpin ,  chronicle  of,  i.  475. 

Tyche,  near  Syracuse,  vii.  245. 

Tydeus,  i.  152,  271. 

Tyndareus ,  and  Lgda,  i.  168  seq. 

Tijndarion,  vii.  121. 

Tyndaris,  foundation  of.  xi.  4. 

Types,  manifold,  of  the  Homeric  gods, 

i.  349. 

Typhadn  and  Echidna,  offspring  of,  L 
7. 

Typhdeus,  i.  9. 

Tyre,  iii.  266  seq. ;  siege  and  ssbjts 
gation  of,  by  Nebuchadnezzar,  Iii 
332;  and  Carthage,  amicable  re¬ 
lations  between,  iii.  348 ;  siege  and 
capture  of,  by  Alexander,  xii.  13 f 
seq. 

Tyrd ,  different  accounts  of,  i  107. 

Tyrrhenians ,  O.  Miilier’s  view  of  th$ 
origin  of,  iii,  180. 

'Tyrtceus  and  the  first  Messenian  war, 

ii.  422,  424,  427  ;  efficiency  of,  ill 
the  second  Messenian  war,  ii.  431 
seq. ;  poetry  of,  iv.  82 ;  age  and 
metres  of,  iv.  78. 

U 

Uranos,  i.  4,  5. 

Usury  and  the  Jewish  law,  iii.  Ill  ft* 

Utica,  iii.  271  ;  capture  of,  by  Aga- 
thokles,  xii.  437. 

Uxii,  conquest  of,  by  Alexander,  xii 
170. 

Y. 

Varro's  triple  division  of  pagan  theo¬ 
logy,  i.  439 ,  his  triple  partition  of 
past  time,  i.  488. 

Veneti ,  the,  i.  319. 

Villagers  regarded  as  inferiors  by 
Hellens,  ii.  259,  263. 

Villages  numerous  in  early  Greece, !?. 
261. 

Voisunga  Saga,  i.  479. 
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War ,  the  first;  sacred,  iv.  €2  seq.,  v. 
346;  the  social,  xi.  220,  231  ;  the 
second  sacred,  xi  241  »eq.,  374, 
421  seq.;  the  third  sacred,  xi.  468. 

Wise  men  of  Greece,  seven,  iv.  94 
seq. 

Wolf's  Prolegomena  to  Homer,  ii. 
142 ;  his  theory  on  the  composition 
of  the  Iliad  and  Odyssey,  ii.  150 
seq. 

Women ,  Solon’s  laws  respecting,  iii. 
140. 

Wooden  horse  of  Troy,  the,  i.  303, 
309. 

1  Works  and  Days?  races  of  men  in, 

i.  64  seq. ;  differs  from  the  Theo- 
gony  and  Homer,  i.  66;  mingled 
ethical  and  mythical  sentiment 
in,  i.  67  seq. ;  the  earliest  didactic 
poem,  i.  69 ;  personal  feeling  per¬ 
vading,  i.  71  ;  probable  age  of,  i. 
72  ;  legend  of  Pandora  in,  i.  76  ; 
general  feeling  of  the  poet  in,  i. 
77  ;  on  women,  i.  77. 

Writing ,  unknown  to  Homeric  and 
Hesiodic  Greeks,  ii.  116;  few 
traces  of,  long  after  the  Homeric 
age,  ii.  142  ;  among  the  Greeks,  iv. 
97. 


X. 

Xanthippus  and  Miltiades,  iv.  357, 
365. 

Xanthippus  son  of  Perikles ,  vi.  100. 
Xenares  and  Kleobulus,  the  anti- 
Athenian  ephors,  vii.  24  seq. 
Xemas  and  Pasion,  desertion  of  Cy¬ 
rus  by,  ix.  28. 

Xenodokus ,  xii.  425.  439,  441. 
Xenokrates ,  embassy  of,  to  Antipater, 
xii.  323,  324,  332. 

Xenophanes,  his  condemnation  of  an¬ 
cient  legends,  i.  397  ;  Thales,  and 
Pythagoras,  i.  367  seq. ;  his  treat¬ 
ment  of  ancint  mythes,  i.  418; 
philosophy  and  school  of,  iv.  387 
seq. 

Xenophdn,  his  treatment  of  ancient 
mythes,  i.  41 0 ;  on  Spartan  women, 

ii.  388,  389  n.  1  ;  his  Cyropaedia, 

iii.  229  n.  2;  iv.  183;  his  version 
of  Cyrus’s  capture  of  Babylon,  iv. 


213  n. ;  on  the  dikasteries,  vi.  48, 
46  n.  2 ;  and  Plato,  evidence  of. 
about  Sokrates,  viii.  409  seq.,  448 
n.  3  ;  the  preceptorial  and  positive 
exhortation  of  Sokrates  exhibited 
bv,  viii.  450 ;  remarks  of,  on  the 
accusation  against  Sokrates,  viii. 
473  ;  on  the  condemnation  of  Sok¬ 
rates,  viii.  482  ;  and  his  joining  of 
the  Cyreian  army,  ix.  12;  length 
of  the  parasang  in,  ix.  14  n.  3; 
dream  of,  after  the  seizure  of  the 
generals,  ix.  77 ;  address  of,  to  the 
captains  of  the  Ten  Thousand,  af¬ 
ter  the  seizure  of  the  generals,  ix. 
78;  chosen  a  general  of  the  Ten 
Thousand,  ix.  80;  first  speech  of, 
to  the  Ten  Thousand,  after  being 
chosen  a  general, ix.  81  seq.;  great 
ascendency  acquired  by,  over  the 
Ten  Thousand,  ix.  83  seq. ;  and 
Cheirisophus,  ix.  92,  96,  106,  107 ; 
prowess  of,  against  the  Persians, 
ix.  92  seq.;  in  the  mountains  of 
the  Karduchians,  ix.  95  seq.;  at 
the  Kentrites,  ix.  100  seq.;  propo¬ 
sitions  of,  to  the  Ten  Thousand  at 
Trapezus,  ix.  125;  his  idea  of 
founding  a  new  city  on  the  Eux- 
ine,  ix.  132  seq.;  charges  against, 
and  speeches  of,  at  Kotyora,  ix 
139  seq. ;  offered  the  sole  command 
of  the  Ten  Thousand,  ix.  195  ;  at 
Herakleia  and  Kalpe,  ix.  146  seq.; 
and  Ivleander,  ix.  153,  155;  at 
Byzantium,  ix.  154;  and  Anaxibi* 
us,  ix.  164,  165  seq.;  takes  leave 
of  the  Ten  Thousand,  ix.  164  ;  re 
joins  the  Ten  Thousand,  ix.  165; 
and  Aristarchus,  ix.  166  ;  and 
Seuthes,  ix.  154, 167  seq.;  his  pov¬ 
erty  and  sacrifice  to  Zeus  Meili- 
chios,  ix.  171  seq.;  at  Pergamus  in 
Mysia,  ix.  172  seq.;  takes  his  se¬ 
cond  farewell  of  the  Ten  Thou¬ 
sand,  ix.  174;  and  the  Cyreian  ar¬ 
my  under  the  Lacedaemonians,  lx. 
174,  208,  314,  317 ;  banishment  of 
by  the  Athenians,  ix.  174,  175  ?*  3, 
at  Skillus,  ix.  176  seq.;  later  life 
of.  ix.  177;  and  Deinarchus,  ix, 
178  n.  3 ;  on  the  conduct  of  Sparta 
between  n.  C.  387-379,  x.  77  ;  par¬ 
tiality  of,  to  Sparta  in  his  Hellen- 
ica,  x.  230  n. ;  on  the  results  of  th* 
battle  of  Mantinea,  x.  350. 
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Kerxes,  chosen  as  successor  to  Da¬ 
rius,  v.  2 ;  instigated  to  the  inva¬ 
sion  of  Greece,  v.  3 ;  resolves  to 
invade  Greece,  v.  4 ;  deliberation 
and  dreams  of,  respecting  the  in¬ 
vasion  of  Greece,  v.  6  seq.;  vast 
preparations  of,  for  the  invasion  of 
Greece,  v.  13  seq.;  inarch  of,  to 
Sardis,  and  collection  of  his  forces 
there,  v.  14;  throws  two  bridges 
across  the  Hellespont,  v.  15;  wrath 
of,  on  the  destruction  of  his  bridges 
across  the  Hellespont,  v.  16  ;  pun¬ 
ishment  of  the  Hellespont  hy,  v. 
16  seq.;  second  bridges  of,  over 
the  Hellespont,  v.  18  seq.;  ship- 
canal  of,  across  the  isthmus  of 
Mount  Athos,  v.  22  seq. ;  bridges 
of,  across  the  Strymon,  v.  25 ;  de¬ 
mands  of,  sent  to  Greece  before  his 
invasion,  v.  25,  56 ;  and  the  mare 
which  brought  forth  a  hare,  v.  25 
n. ;  march  of,  from  Sardis,  v.  25 ; 
and  Pythius,  the  Phrygian,  v.  27  ; 
march  of,  to  Abydos,  v.  28;  re¬ 
spect  shown  to  Ilium  by,  v.  29; 
crossing  of  the  Hellespont  by,  v. 
29  seq. ;  march  of,  to  Doriskus,  v. 
31 ;  review  and  muster  of  the  for¬ 
ces  of,  at  Doriskus,  v.  31  ;  40 ;  num¬ 
bering  of  the  army  of,  at  Doriskus, 
v.  33  ;  number  of  the  army  of,  v. 
83  seq. ;  conversations  of,  with  De- 
maratus,  v.  40,  86,  96 ;  march  of, 
from  Doriskus  along  Thrace,  v. 
41  seq. ;  crosses  the  Strymon  and 
marches  to  Akanthus,  v.  43 ;  march 
of,  to  Therma,  v.  44 ;  favorable 
prospects  of,  on  reaching  the  boun¬ 
dary  of  Hellas,  v.  44 ;  preparations 
of,  known  beforehand  in  Greece,  v. 
56 ;  heralds  of,  obtain  submission 
from  many  Grecian  cities,  v.  57 ; 
alarm  and  mistrust  in  Greece  on 
the  invasion  of,  v.  59 ;  unwilling¬ 
ness  or  inability  of  northern  Greeks 
to  resist,  v.  64  ;  inability  of  Gelon 
to  join  in  resisting  the  invasion  of, 
v.  67  ;  the  Thessalians  and  the  in¬ 
vasion  of,  v.  67 ;  Grecian  army 
sent  to  defend  Tempe  against  v. 
68;  abandonment  of  the  defence 
of  Tempe  against,  v.  69  seq. ;  sub¬ 
mission  of  northern  Greeks  to,  af¬ 
ter  the  retreat  from  Tempe,  v.  69  ; 
engagement  of  confederate  Greeks 
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against  such  as  joined,  v.  70 ;  first 
encounter  of  the  fleet  of,  with  that 
of  the  Greeks  v.  79;  movements  of, 
from  Therma  to  Thermopylae,  v. 
82 ;  movements  of  the  fleet  of, 
from  Therma  to  Thermopylae,  v. 
82  n.  3  ;  destruction  of  the  fleet  of, 
by  storm  at  Magnesia,  v.  84  seq  * 
delay  of,  with  his  land  force  near 
Trachis,  v.  86  seq. ;  impressions 
of,  about  the  defenders  at  Ther¬ 
mopylae,  v.  87 ;  at  Thermopylae, 
doubts  about  the  motives  ascribed 
by  Herodotus  to,  v.  87 ;  the  moun¬ 
tain-path  avoiding  Thermopylae  re¬ 
vealed  to,  v.  88 ;  impressions  of,  af¬ 
ter  the  combat  with  Leonidas,  v. 
95;  Demaratus’s  advice  to,  after 
the  death  of  Leonidas,  v.  96 ;  ma¬ 
noeuvres  ascribed  to,  respecting  the 
dead  at  Thermopylae,  v.  103;  loss¬ 
es  of  repaired  after  the  battle  of 
Thermopylae,  v.  105 ;  abandon¬ 
ment  of  Attica  on  the  approach  of, 
v.  107  seq.;  occupation  of  Attica 
and  Athens  by,  v.  Ill;  conversa¬ 
tion  of,  with  Arcadians,  on  the 
Olympic  games,  v.  113;  detach¬ 
ment  of,  against  Delphi,  v.  114; 
capture  of  the  Acropolis  at  Athens 
by,  v.  1 1 6  seq. ;  number  of  the  fleet 
of,  at  Salamis,  v.  118  n.  3;  reviews 
his  fleet  at  Phalerum,  and  calls  a 
council  of  war,  v.  119;  resolution 
of,  to  fight  at  Salamis,  v.  119; 
Themistokles’s  message  to,  before 
the  battle  of  Salamis,  v.  127  ;  sur¬ 
rounds  the  Greeks  at  Salamis,  v. 
128  seq.  T  and  the  fleets  at  Salamis, 
position  of,  v.  131 ;  story  of  three 
nephews  of,  at  Salamis,  v.  132  n.; 
fears  of,  after  the  battle  of  Salamis, 
v.  138  ;  resolves  to  go  back  to  Asia 
after  the  battle  of  Salamis,  v.  139 
seq. ;  sends  his  fleet  to  Asia  after 
the  battle  of  Salamis,  v.  139  ;  Mar- 
donius’s  proposal  to.  after  the  bat¬ 
tle  of  Salamis,  v.  140 ;  Themisto¬ 
kles’s  message  to,  after  the  battle 
of  Salamis,  v.  141  ;  retreating 
march  of,  to  the  Hellespont,  v.  142 
seq. ;  and  Artayktes,  v.  202  ;  causes 
of  the  repulse  of,  from  Greece,  v. 
240;  comparison  between  the  in¬ 
vasion  of,  and  that  of  Alexander, 
v.  241 ,  death  of,  ix.  2. 


XUTHUS. 
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ZOPIRUS. 


Kuthus,  i.  99  seq.,  103  ;  and  Kretisa, 
i.  204. 

Z. 

Zab.  the  Great ,  the  Ten  Thousand 
Greeks  at,  ix.  69  seq. ;  crossed  by 
the  Ten  Thousand  Greeks,  ix. 
88. 

Zagrens,  i.  18,  19  n. 

Zalcynthus,  iii.  410 ;  Timotheus  at,  x. 
141 ;  forces  of  Dion  mustered  at, 
xi.  84,  87 ;  Dion’s  voyage  from,  to 
Ilerakleia,  xi.  88. 

Zaleukus ,  iii.  382. 

Zalmoxis ,  i.  448. 

ZanklS ,  iii.  365 ;  fate  of,  v.  211  seq. 

Zariaspa,  Alexander  at,  xii.  206. 

Zelos,  i.  8. 

Zeno  of  Elea,  viii,  341,  344,  345. 

Zephyrus ,  i.  6. 

Zetes  and  Kalais,  i.  199. 

Zethus  and  Amphidn,  Homeric  le* 
gend  of,  i.  257,  seq. 


Zeugitce,  iii.  1 18 ;  Boeckh’s  opinion  00 
the  pecuniary  qualification  of,  iii 
119  n. 

Zeus.  i.  3,  7,  8  seq.,  12;  Homeric,  ;. 
13 ;  account  of,  in  the  Orphic  The* 
ogony,  i.  18 ;  mythical  character, 
names,  and  functions,  i.  61  seq.; 
origin  of  the  numerous  mythes  of, 
i.  62 ;  and  Prometheus,  i.  63,  75 , 
and  Danae,  i.  90 ;  and  Alkm§n£,  i. 
93 ;  and  YEgina,  i.  184;  and  Eur5* 
pa,  i.  257 ;  and  Ganym§d§s,  i.  285 ; 
m  the  fourth  book  of  the  Illiad  dif¬ 
ferent  from  Zeus  in  the  first  and 
eighth,  ii.  190 ;  fluctuation  of  Greek 
opinfon  on  the  supremacy  of,  hr. 
196  n. 

Zeus  Ammon,  Alexander’s  visit  to 
the  oracle  of,  xii.  147. 

Zeus  Laphystios ,  i.  127. 

Zeus  Lykoeus,  i.  174. 

Zeus  Meilichios.  Xenophon’s 
to,  ix.  171  seq. 

Zkynftn*;  iv.  SSS. 
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